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APPENDIX A

CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 404/RIVERS & HARBORS ACT
SECTION 10 PERMIT APPLICATION



APPLICATION FOR DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PERMIT 0MB APPROVAL NO. 07 10-0003
(33 CFR 325) Expires June 30, 2000

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is expected to average 10 hours per response, although the majority of applications should
require 5 hours or less. This includes the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data
needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this
collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department of Defense, Washington Headquarters Service Directorate of
Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington, VA 22202-4302; and to the office of Management and
Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (0710-0003), Washington DC 20503. Please DO NOT RETURN your form to either of those addresses.
Completed applications must be submitted to the District Engineer having jurisdiction over the location of the proposed activity.

PRIVACY STATEMENT
Authority: 33 USC 401, Section 10; 1413, Section 404. Principal Purpose: These laws require permits authorizing activities in, or affecting, navigable
waters of the United States, the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, and the transportation of dredged material for
the purpose of dumping it into ocean waters. Routine Uses: Information provided on this form will be used in evaluating the application for a permit.
Disclosure: Disclosure of requested information is voluntary. If information is not provided, however, the permit application cannot be processed nor
can a permit be issued.
One set of original drawings or good reproducible copies which show the location and character of the proposed activity must be attached to this
application (see sample drawings and instructions) and be submitted to the District Engineer having jurisdiction over the location of the proposed
activity. An application that is not completed in full will be returned.

(ITEMS I THRU4 TO BE FILLED BY THE CORPS)

1. APPLICATION NO. I 2. FIELD OFFICE CODE

2~t~1~ I 1 ~. DATE RECEIVED DATE APPLICATION COMPLETED

I I
(ITEMS TO BE FILLED BYAPPLICANT)

5. APPLICANT’S NAME

City ofTexasCity — DougHoover
8. AUTHORIZED AGENT’S NAME AND TITLE (an agent is not required)

JoeC. Moseley,Ph.D.,P.E.,Principal

6. APPLICANT’S ADDRESS

P.O.Box 2608
TexasCity, Texas77592

9. AGENT’S ADDRESS
ShinerMoseleyandAssociates,Inc.
555 N. Carancahua,Suite1650
CorpusChristi,Texas78478

7. APPLICANT’S PHONE NOS. W/AREA CODE 10. AGENT’S PHONE NOS. W/AREA CODE
a. Residence
b. Business 409-643-5927

a. Residence
b. Business 361-857-2211

11. STATEMENT OF AUTHORIZATIONI hereby authorize ~“~~iqer Moseley and Associates, Inc. to act in my behalf as my agent in the processing of this application and to

furnish, upon reque ,s pp ntal information in support of this permit application.

~.- ( ______

Hoover, Director of ManagementServices / DATEI—. NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT OR ACTIVITY

12. PROJECT NAME OR TITLE (see instructions)

ShoalPointContainerTerminal

13. NAME OFWATERBODY, IF KNOWN (if applicable)

GalvestonBay

14. PROJECT STREET ADDRESS (ifapplicable)

N/A15. LOCATION OF PROJECT

Galveston Texas
COUNTY STATE

16. OTHER LOCATION DESCRIPTIONS, IF KNOWN (see instructions)

Immediately east of Texas City Harborand southof TexasCity ShipChannel.

17. DIRECTIONS TO THE SITE

Proceed along Loop 197 eastfor approximately 2 miles. Turn right at Gulf CoastWaste Disposal Authority and proceed along
unimproved road for approximately 3 miles.

ENG FORM 4345, JUL 97 EDITION OF FEB 94 IS OBSOLETE. (Proponent: CECW-OR)



18. Nature of Activity (oescr,btion ofproject. include all features)

Constructa containershipterminal including containeryard, accessroadway,wharves,berthingarea,turning basin, channel
deepening,associatedinfrastructure,transmissionlines, relocationof existing utilities, disposal areas,and habitat using
dredgedmaterial.

19. Project Purpose (Describe the reasoncrpurposeof the project, see ,,islrsct,00n)

Providea moderncontainerterminal.

20. Reason(s) for Discharge

USE BLOCKS 20-22IF DREDGEDAND/OR FILL MATERIAL IS TO BE DISCHARGED

Removal of material from berthing areas,turning basin, and channeldeepening.Material to be placed for the (bliowing
purposes:Site preparation,constructionof containmentlevees,andcreationof additionalhabitat,

21. Typo(s) of Material Being Discharged and the Amount of Each Type in Cubic Yards

Total of 11 million cubicyards:mix of stiff clay~—70%, sand— 20%, andsilt 10%

22. Surface Area in Acres of Wetlands or Other Waters Filled (see inst ruct!ens)

A total of 13.34 acresof shallowwater, vegetatedhabitatwill be filled during projectconstruction.A total of 650.9acresof
openwaterwill bedredgedandatotal of 366.7acresof openwaterhabitatwill beusedfor constructionof beneficialusesites.

23. Is Any Portionof the Work AlreadyComplete? Yes 0 No j~l IF YES, DESCRIBETHE COMPLETED WORK

24. Addresses of Adjoining Property Owners, Lessees, Etc., Whose Prop erty Adjoins the Waterbody (If mere than can be entered here,
please attach a supplemental list~

Port of TexasCity Union Carbide Gulf CoastWaste TexasGeneralLand Office
P.O. Box 591 P.O. Box 471 DisposalAuthority P.O. Box 12873
TexasCity, TX 77592-0591 TexasCity,~i~X77592 910Bay AreaBlvd.

Houston,TX 77058
Austin, TX 78711-2873

25. List of Other Certifications or Approvals/Denials Received from other Federal, State or Local Agencies for Work Described in This Application.

AGENCY

None

TYPE APPROVAL * IDENTIFICATION NUMBER DATE APPLIED DATE APPROVED DATE DENIED

* Would include but is not restricted to zonIng, building and flood plain permIts

26. Applicotion is hereby mode for o permit or permits to suthorize the work describod in thio Opplication. I certify thst the information in this
application is complete and accurate. I further certify that I possess the authority to undertake the work described herein or am acting as the
duly authorized agent of the applicant.

~NAT~AGEN E

The application must be signed by the person who desires to undertake the proposed activity (applicant) or it may be signed by a duly
authorized agent if the statement in Block 11 has been filled out and signed.

18 U.S.C. Section 1001 provides that: Whoever, in any manner within the jurisdiction of any department or agency ofthe United States
knowingly and willfully falsifies, conceals, or covers up any trick, scheme, or disguises a materiel fact or makes any false, fictitious or
fraudulent statements or representations or makes or uses any false writing or document knowing same to contain any false, fictitious or
fraudulent statements or entry, shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than five years or both.

SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT DATE



USACE Permd No.: 21979

Apphcotos CITY OF TEXAS CITY

Dote: JULY 12, 2000 Sheet 1 of

PROJECT
LOCATION

NOTES:

1. THE PROJECT PURPOSE IS TO BUILD A MODERN CONTAINER TERMINAL THAT INCLUDES CHANNEL
DEEPENING, BERTHS, WHARFS, CONTAINER YARD, ACCESS CORRIDOR, MITIGATION, AND BENEFICIAL
USE SITES.

2. MAJOR ASSETS OF SHOAL POINT ARE: LANDSIDE ACCESS, WATER ACCESS TO GULF, COMPATIBLE
LAND USE, MINIMAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ABILITY TO EXPAND. CONSTRUCT PROJECTS IN
PHASES.

3. THE ENTIRE PROJECT WILL BE PERMITTED, HOWEVER IT WILL BE BUILT IN THREE PHASES BEGINNING
WITH A 125 ACRE TERMINAL AND TWO BERTHS WITH AN ULTIMATE SIZE OF 400 ACRES AND SIX
BERTHS.

4. DREDGE MATERIAL FROM THIS PROJECT AND THE EXISTING MAINTENANCE OF THE TEXAS CITY
CHANNEL PROJECT WILL BE USED TO CONSTRUCT MULTIPLE BENEFICIAL USE SITES (SHALLOW
WATER) NEAR SHOAL POINT.

5. MITIGATION FOR WETLAND IMPACTS WILL BE PROVIDED AT THE NORTH END OF SWAN LAKE DURING
THE CONSTRUCTION OF PHASE I.

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS

SHINER M05EUCY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
ENGINEERS&CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Houston

AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01 SHEET 1

F~,e~tI
Le1ReEtMMj BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

~

//RAlLWAY—\,~ /4~ PORT or

TtXAS CITY
/

VICINITY MAP

i USES AREA

PROJECT SITE

LOCATION MAP
/

S



J:\SMAcod\Projects\1999\90324\dwg\permit\90324p02.dwg 11/05/2001 09:27:11 A~ CST

LEGEND
k”x”sr”Y’l CONTAINER YARD (SEE SHEET 3)
V7Ah°’//~BERTHING AREA/TURNING BASIN (SEE SHEET 4)

:::::ssd 50 YEAR DREDGE MATERL8,L PLACEMENT PLAN (SEE SHEETS 8&9)
V/////,S MITIGATION SITE (SEE SHEET 11)

ACCESS CORRIDOR AND ALTERNATE (SEE SHEET 5,6)
_______ DEEPEN TEXAS CITY CHANNEL TO 45 FEET. SEE SHEET
GCWDA GULF COAST WASTE DISPOSAL AUTHORITY

PROJECT FEATURES

CITY OF
TEXAS CITY

III

PLACEMENT

WETLAND
MITIGATION

DREDGE
PLACEMENT
BENEFICIAL
USE SITES

PELICAN
ISLAND

0 5000’

7 WILL BE BUILT IN PHASE I.
(A) PRIMARY ROUTE=3 MILES; (B) ALTERNATIVE= 3.3 MILES

2. TuRNING BASIN WILL BE BUILT IN PHASE II.
3. WETLAND MITIGATION WILL BE BUILT IN PHASE I.
4. LOST CAPACITY WILL BE MITIGATED BY CONSTRUCTION Of



LEGEND
k~3~?TCONTPJNER YARD (SEE SHEET 4)
~ BERTHING AREA/TURNING BASIN (SEE SHEET 4)
P~:AS50 YEAR DREDGE MATERIAL PLACEMENT AREA (SEE SHEET 8—9)

ACCESS CORRIDOR AND ALTERNATE (SEE SHEET 5—6)
_______ DEEPEN TEXAS CITY CHANNEL TO 45 FEET. (SEE SHEET 7)
GCWOA GULF COAST WASTE DISPOSAL AUTHORITY

MARGINAL WHARF

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS
AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USACE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01

ENTIRE ACCESS CORRIDOR WILL BE BUILT IN
PHASE

2. (A) PRIMARY ROUTE=3 MILES; (B) ALTERNATIVE
3.3 MILES

3. TURNING BASIN WiLL BE BUILT IN PHASE II.
4. WETLANO MITIGATION WiLL BE BUILT IN PHASE I.

~~~jjj]SHINER M0sELEY AND AssocucrEs, INC.

ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Houston

BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON
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- It il. I 1.1 I,~’

I USACE Permit No: 21979

~AppIICot~oflCITY OF TEXAS CITY

Dote: JULY 12, 2000 Sheet 4 ot

‘TERMINAL, BERTH & I
WHARF TYPICAL SECTIONS~

2500’± A 3000±
CONTAINER YARD ~ PLACEMENT AREA

T8’± MLT

—40±MLT

(—45’ MLT +
2’ ALLOWABLE OVERDEPTH +
2’ ADVANCE MAINTENANCE)

DREDGE AREA SHORELINE PROTECTION
NO1E: LOOKING EAST

(T~SECTION THROUGH BERTHING BASIN, WHARF TERMINAL

SECTION THROUGH TERMINAL

NOTES:

1. SHORELINE STABILIZATION REQUIRED UNDER WHARF,
STABILIZATION MAY BE BULKHEAD, REVETMENT, OR
OTHER STRUCTURAL METHOO.

2. SUBMERGED AREA UNDER WHARF:
PHASE I — 275,000 SF
PHASE II — 550,000 SF
PHASE III — 825,000 SF

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS
AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL~
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01 SHEET 4

~~~jjjjSHINER M0SELsv AND AssoClNrIss, INC.
ENGINEERS

Corpus Christi/Houston

I ~I1~
RGER4%A4M~BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS

SEATTLE. WASHINGTON
I ~_---

i
140±400’

EXIST CHANNEL

825±
BERTHING AREA’~’ WHARF

W/ CRANES
& BULKHEAD

SCALE: N,TS.

SHORELINE PROTECTION,
AS REQUIRED

NOTE: LOCKING NORTH

SCALE: NT.S.
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ACCESS

I
i

‘PLACEMENT AREA GALVESTON BAY

N.S,T. = NOT STEEPER THAN

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS
AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 7/12 SHEET

I,-~I BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS
SEATTLE. WASHINGTON

GALVESTON COUNTY
DISCHARGE CANAL

1OT’±

R/W

VARIES

I~ACCESS CORRIDOR

BOX CULVERT,
TYP

30’ 30’

1~.~. A,~.

SCALE: NT.S.

6 = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = Si

(‘~ RDWY TYP SECTION NEAR LOOP 197

4~GALVESTON COUNTY
DISCHARGE CANAL

÷15
÷10
+5
0
—5

67±

STRUCTURAL
WALL

30’

34±

ACCESS CORRIDOR OVERHEAD 138kV

TRANSMISSIONI ~ POLE

30’
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Li
GULF COAST WASTE DISPOSAL AUTHORITY

SCALE: NT.S.

(j~ RDWY TYP SECTION NEAR GCWDA

÷15
+10
+5
0
—5

* WORK INCLUDES RELOCATION OF EXISTING UTILITIES

SHINER M0SEI..sv AND ASS0CIA’res, INC.

ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Houston



ACCESS CORRIDOR
TYPICAL SECTIONS CONT.

USACE Permit No.: 21979

Application: CITY OF TEXAS CITY

Date: JULY 12, 2002 Sheet 6 ot

I~ ACCESS CORRIDOR *

IR/w

Ii- 1’±

I’ I

c RDWY TYP SECTION ADJACENT TO MITIGATION SITE & SWAN LAKE
5 6 SCALE: HIS.

GALVESTONCOUNTY
DISCHARGE CANAL

100±

30’
OVERHEAD138kv

~EPOLE~~

30’

L SLOPE PROTECTION AS REQUIRED

MITIGATION

SEE SHEET 10

+ +15
+ +10
+ +5
+0
+ -5

TRAINING LEVEE

PLACEMENT AREA I

VARIES A 30’

ACCESS CORRIDOR

GALVE~ON~~~g

D RDWY TYP SECTION ALONG SHOAL POINT SOUTHERN LEVEE
5 6 SCALE: N,I.S.

~ ACCESS CORRIDOR

~ TRAINING LEVEE 4 TRAINING LEVEE

PLACEMENT AREA VARIES PLACEMENT AREA

~
E RDWY TYP SECTION ALONG SHOAL POINT

5 6 SCALE: NT.S.

* WORK INCLUDES RELOCATION OF EXISTING UTILITIES
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30’
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NS.T. = NOT STEEPER THAN

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERM INAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS

Si~m~iereM0SELEY AND ASSoc~TEs,INC.
ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Houston

AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 7/1 2/02 SHEET 6

I
I8~j~~

I
BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON



I USACE Permit No: 21979

Applicotion:CITY OF TEXAS CITY
\\ Dote: JULY 12, 2000 Sheet 7 of —

\\
\\

\\ (~\\\~2’ N
\\0.~’

\\dc
\\ \\ ‘sE~

~

“N

~1s

TEXAS CITY
DIKE

NOTES:

(i~\SECTION
SCALE: N.T.S.

ADVANCE
MAINTENANCE (2’)

S
1. THE EXISTING TEXAS CITY CHANNEL WILL BE DEEPENED FROM 40 FT. TO 45 FT. FROM THE SHOAL POINT

TERMINAL SITE TO THE HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL, (STA 2+625 TO 37+428).

2. TO BE CONSISTENT WITH DREDGING PROCEDURES IN FEDERAL CHANNELS THE DEEPENING WILL INCLUDE 2
FT OF ADVANCE MAINTENANCE DREDGING AND 2 FT OF ALLOWABLE OVERDEPTH.

3. THE HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL IS CURRENTLY BEING DEEPENED TO A DEPTH OF 45 FT.

4. THE CURRENT BOTTOM WIDTH OF 400 FT. WILL BE MAINTAINED.

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERM INAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS

SHINER M0sELEY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Houston

AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01 SHEET 7

I~
I ~‘

BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

ICHANNEL DEEPENINGI

A

PLAN
SCALE: N.T.S.

400’
ALLOWABLE
OVERDEPTH (2’)



USACE Permit No,:
21979

Applicotion: CITY OF TEXAS CITY -

Dote: JULY 12, 2000 Sheet 8 of

150 YEAR DREDGE PLACEMENT AREAS/BENEFiCIAL
[ USES SItES ILLUSTRATiVE CONCEPT

(NOT TO SCALE)

F~~ ~1
~C~CULATiON ~

~////~ ~/////////~///~ ~/J
STAGE 1: BUILD CONTAINMENT LEVEES WITH NEW CONSTRUCTION; DREDGE MATERIAL, SHORELINE PROTECTION
PROVIDED AS NEEDED; OPENINGS IN LEVEES WILL ALLOW CIRCULATION & WATER EXCHANGE INSIDE CELL.

///////////////////////////////////////
/

ADJUSTABLE

~/////////////////////////////////// /

STAGE 2: FILL WITH DREDGE MATERIAL AND ALLOW TO CONSOLIDATE.
STAGE 3: AFTER CONSOLIDATION, SHAPE FILL MATERIAL TO ELEVATIONS APPROPRIATE TO CONSTRUCT
SHALLOW WATER HABITAT CONSISTING OF UPLANDS, HIGH MARSH, LOW MARSH, SUBMERGED GRASS AND
OPEN WATER.

~ V////////A ~////////~ ~////

~~WCIR~LATION~

////~ ~/////////) V////////A ____
STAGE 4: PLANT VARIOUS TYPES OF DIVERSE HABITATS (BY OTHERS). PARTIALLY REMOVE LEVEES TO PROVIDE
WATER CIRCULATION/EXCHANGE; LEAVE SIGNIFICANT PORTIONS OF LEVEES IN PLACE, EITHER EMERGENT OR
SUBMERGED TO PROVIDE STABILIZATION/ PROTECTION OF SHALLOW WATER HABITAT.

NOTE: THIS SECTION IS REPRESENTATIVE ONLY; DETAILS WILL VARY DEPENDING ON SPECIFIC LOCATION

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERM INAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS

SHINER MOsELroy AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Houston

AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01 SHEET 8

I ,~ I
~ ~ I SEATTLE, WASHINGTONBERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS

~ I



LEGEND
552Z52J SHORELINE PROTECTION
LIITTI NEW CONSTRUCTION MATERIAL
FD~i~2MAINTENANCE MATERL*,L
EIIZiZ~ REMOVE PORTIONS OF LEVEE

STAGE 1: BUILD CONTAINMENT LEVEES WITH NEW CONSTRUCTION; DREDGE MATERIAL, SHORELINE PROTECTION
PROVIDED AS NEEDED; OPENINGS IN LEVEES WILL ALLOW CIRCULATION & WATER EXCHANGE INSIDE CELL
WHERE APPLICABLE.

\ FT....

STAGE 2: FILL WITH DREDGE MATERIAL AND ALLOW TO CONSOLIDATE. CONSTRUCT ADJUSTABLE WEIRS TO
HANDLE EFF.

STAGE 3: AFTER CONSOLIDATION, SHAPE FILL MATERIAL TO ELEVATIONS APPROPRIATE TO CONSTRUCT
SHALLOW WATER HABITAT CONSISTING OF UPLANDS, HIGH MARSH, LOW MARSH, SUBMERGED GRASS AND
OPEN WATER.

I USACE Permit No,: 21979

~Applicotion:CITY OF TEXAS CITY

Dote: W~t’ 12, 2000 Sheet 9 of

KEY PLAN

1O.÷5,

50 YEAR DREDGE PLACEMENT AREAS/BENEFiCIAL
USES SItES ILLUSTRATIVE CONCEPT (C0NT.)

(NOT TO SCALE)
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STAGE 4: PLANT VARIOUS TYPES OF DIVERSE HABITATS. PARTIALLY REMOVE LEVEES TO PROVIDE WATER
CIRCULATION/EXCHANGE; LEAVE SIGNIFICANT PORTIONS OF LEVEES IN PLACE, EITHER EMERGENT OR
SUBMERGED TO PROVIDE STABILIZATION/ PROTECTION OF SHALLOW WATER HABITAT.

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS

~f~jjjjSHINER M0SELEY AND ASSoCIATSS, INC.
ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Houston
AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01 SHEET 9

I ~ I~~ ,,,I~IfM~SiISEATTLE. WASHINGTONBERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS

‘~ I



65±

MITIGATION SITE:
CONCEPTUAL DESIGN’ iDate: JULY 12, 2000

TEMPORARY SACRIFICIAL
BERM (TYP.)

PLAN VIEW— MITIGATION
SCALE: N.T.S.

SWAN LAKE

SITE (45±ac)

ELEV. VARIES

SCALE: N.T.S.

-FILL MATERIAL
(STIFF CLAYS/DEWATERED SOFT MATERIAL)

PLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS
AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USACE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 10/11/02

SURPLUS FILL MATERIAL
(SOFT MATERIAL)

SECTION BERMS
SCALE: N.T.S.

NOTE:

TARGET SPECIES: SPARTINA ALTERNIFLORA
OPEN WATER: 40%
TARGET ELEVATION (BERMS): +15’ TO +2.5’

w ~, NEW PLANTEO MARSH
VEGETATION (SEE NOTES)

OF TEXAS CITY

Sh~)tO of

F—
CD
U

U~)

(N
‘0
CD

(N
CD
CD
(N

CD

a
S
0
d
a

(N
‘0
CDa

E
0a

ID

CD

S.
(N
‘0
CD
0)

a
0)
0)

0
a)
0
a

CD

U

U)

(~ SECTION TEMPORARY SACRIFICIAL BERM

LEGEND:

BERM

- —~ SACRIFICIAL BERM

SHINER MOSELEY ANDASSOCIATES, INC.

ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Houston

SHEET 10

I ~

L BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS
~R/it SEATTLE, WASHINGTON



Mfl’IGAT}ON MON~~ORINGPARAMETERS

USACE Permit No.: 21979

Applicotion: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
Dote: JUL’~’12, 2000 c~~t 1 1 of

1. A transplant survival survey of the planted mitigation area must be performed within 60 calendar days following the
initial planting effort. If at least 50% survival of transplants is not achieved within 60 calendar days of planting, a
second planting effort will be completed within 60 calendar days of completing the initial survival survey. If optimal
season requirements for replanting targeted species is not suitable when replanting would be required, the Carps
Galveston District (Corps) must approve a replanting schedule.

2. Written reports detailing plant survival must be submitted to the Corps within 30 calendar days of completing the
initial survival survey and any subsequent replanting effort.

3. If after one year from the initial planting effort (or subsequent planting efforts) the site does not have at least 35%
aerial coverage of targeted vegetation, those areas that are not vegetated will be replanted using the original
planting specifications or as determined by consultation with the resource agencies and the Corps.

4. If after three years from the initial planting effort (or subsequent planting efforts) the site does not have at least
70% aerial coverage of targeted vegetation, those areas that are not vegetated will be replanted using the original
planting specifications.

5. In addition to the initial survey report, progress reports will be submitted to the Corps—Galveston District at 6
months, 1 year, 2 year, and 3 year intervals following the initial transplanting effort and subsequent replanting
efforts. Photos of the mitigation site will be included.
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A. 1
6.1=0.015 AC
6.2=0.566 AC

I)

286 AC
I USACE Permit No,: .21979Applicotion:CITY OF TEXAS CITYDote: JUL’~’12, 2000 Theef 12 of —

‘—jB.O=65O.927 ACI

LOCATION OF WETLAND IMPACTS.
SEE SHEET 13—21 FOR DETAILS

WETLANDS IMPACT SUMMARYI

Summary of Jurisdictional Wetlands

A. Section 404 Wetlands
Location ID Area (Acres) Description

A.1 0.479 Adjacent to Loop 197
A.2 0.066 Swan Lake — East of Upland Ridge
A.2 4.177 Swan Lake—West of Upland Ridge
A.3 2,084 South Shore of Hurricane Channel
A.5 6.286 North Shoreline of Shoal Point
A.9 0.247 Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C

Subtotal 13.339

B. Open Water — Section 10
LocationID Area (Acres) Description

B.1 0.015 Adjacentto Loop 197
8.1 0.566 Adjacent to Loop 197
B.2 6.663 Swan Lake
8.3 2.446 Hurricane Channel
B.O 650.927 Areas of Other Dredging — berthing area,

turning basin, ship channel
Subtotal 660.617

TOTAL 673.956
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Summary of Jurisdictional Wetlands
A. Section 404 Wetlands
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Location ID Area (Acres) Description
A.1 0.479 Adjacent to Loop 197
A.2 0.066 Swan Lake —East of Upland Ridge
A.2 4.177 Swan Loke —West of Upland Ridge
A.3 2.084 South Shore of Hurricane Channel
A.5 6.286 North Shoreline of Shoal Point
A.9 0.247 Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C

Subtotal 13.339
liQ~
1. INDICATES WETLANDS SHOWN ON THIS PAGE,
2. LOCATION ID REFERS TO GENERAL AREA AS SHOWN ON WETLANDS SUMMARY; SEE SHEET 12.
3. SECTION 10 JURISDICTIONAl. AREAS ZONE NOT SHOWN; REFER TO SHEET 12.
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Summary of Unavoidable Wetlands Impacts

A. Section 404 Only Wetlands
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Location ID Area (Acres) Description
A.1 0.479 Adjacent to Loop 197
A.2 0.066 Swan Lake—East of Upland Ridge
A.2 4.177 Swan Lake —West of Upland Ridge
A.3 2.084 South Shore of Hurricane Channel
A.5 6.286 North Shoreline of Shoal Point
A.9 0.247 Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C

Subtotal 13.339
NOTES:1, INDICATES WETLANDS SHOWN ON THIS PAGE.

2. LOCATION ID REFERS TO GENERALAREA AS SHOWN ON WETLANDS SUMMARY; SEE SHEET 10,
3. SECTION 10 JURISDICTIONAL AREAS ZONE NOT SHOWN HERE ON; REFER TO SHEET 10.

U~

00
000

00
00

00
L~i~L

GALVESTON COUNTY DISCHARGE CANAL

- = = =u~ =-=-=~= =-=-= = ———~-=-~-— — —

00

r STRUCTURAL WALL

~EOFPAVED~WY,TY;

LE~4D

— — — JURISDICTIONAL SECTION 404
WETLAND BOUNDARY

0 200’ —————— ESTIMATED TOE OF SLOPE

—~—-~-——~—-~-

IPROJECT FOOTPRINT AND JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDSI
WETLAND BOUNDARIES PROVIDED BY PBSJ ARE BASED UPON
FIELD WORK AND SURVEY PERFORMED DURING JUNE—JULY
2001.

I r 1



,T\SMACOC\P,oUcl,\1999\90324\C,g’spe,n,,l\
9

O
32

4plU d.g 08/21/2002 12.2553 PA CDT

C-
o >00

00
00U

DO
~ 230E

2:o
:. 73U)P1Z

00
(0

~ ~CO~C)

ClU)(0m0
02 Zrsi~2P1
> U—- U)
~ mm O><

>mCOz>0) 00 -o
0

U) (I)
‘N,, ~J) -H
(0 00002323(0

~
Do

—U)
-H m

~
~

0200
COO>

-‘

>
‘N~. Z03~
CD
(0

o ‘00
-‘ U)

(I,
2:
P1
P1
-4

Co

CC
(PU

Co C)t’i
00

CC

C
CC

-‘ ‘ ~RQRL~1
a’y~

- ~~A0 DUO

AAflCSY84 RAY

KEY PLAN

Summary of Jurisdictional Wetlands

I **

A. Section 404 Wetlands
Location ID Area (Acres) Description

A.1 0.479 Adjacent to Loop 197
A.2 0.066 Swan Lake —East of Upland Ridge
A.2 4.177 Swan Lake—West of Upland Ridge
A.3 2.084 South Shore of Hurricane Channel
A.5 6.286 North Shoreline of Shoal Point
A.9 0.247 Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C

Subtotal 13.339
liOC~1, “INDICATES WETLANDS SHOWN ON THIS PAGE,

2. LOCATION ID REFERS TO GENERAL AREA AS SHOWN ON WETLANDS SUMMARY; SEE SHEET 12.
3. SECTION 10 JURISDICTIONAL AREAS ZONE NOT SHOWN; REFER TO SHEET 12.
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A. Section 404 Wetlands

Location ID Area (Acres) Description
A.1 0.479 Adjacent to Loop 197
A.2 0.066 Swan Lake —East of Upland Ridge
A.2 4.177 Swan Lake —West of Upland Ridge
A.3 2.084 South Shore of Hurricane Channel
A.5 6.286 North Shoreline of Shool Point
A.9 0.247 Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C

Subtotal 1 3.339
li~
1, “INDICATES WETLANDS SHOWN ON THIS PAGE,
2. LOCATION ID REFERS TO GENERAL AREA AS SHOWN ON WETLANDS SUMMARY; SEE SHEET 12.
3. SECTION 10 JURISDICTIONAL AREAS ZONE NOT SHOWN; REFER TO SHEET 12.
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Summary of Jurisdictional Wetlands
A. Section 404 Wetlands

Area (Acres)
0.479
0.066
4.177
2.084
6.286
0.247

13.339

Location_ID
A.1
A.2
A.2
A.3
A.5
A.9

Subtotal
li~
1. “INDICATES WETLANDS SHOWN ON THIS PAGE.
2. LOCATION ID REFERS TO GENERAL AREA AS SHOWN ON WETLANDS SUMMARY; SEE SHEET 12.
3. SECTION 10 JURISDICTIONAL AREAS ZONE NOT SHOWN; REFER TO SHEET 12.

Description
Adjacent to Loop 197
Swan Lake —East of Upland Ridge
Swan Lake —West of Upland Ridge
South Shore of Hurricane Channel
North Shoreline of Shoal Point
Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C
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Summary of Jurisdictional Wetlands
A. Section 404 Wetlands

Area (Acres)
0.479
0.066
4.177
2.084
6.286
0.247
13.339
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Description
Adjacent to Loop 197
Swan Lake—East of Upland Ridge
Swan Lake —West of Upland Ridge
South Shore of Hurricane Channel
North Shoreline of Shoal Point
Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C

Location ID
A. 1
A.2
A.2
A.3
A.5
A.9

Subtotal
liQ~
1. ““ INDICATES WETLANDS SHOWN ON THIS PAGE,
2. LOCATION ID REFERS TO GENERAL AREA AS SHOWN ON WETLANDS SUMMARY; SEE SHEET 12.
3. SECTION 10 JURISDICTIONAL AREAS ZONE NOT SHOWN; REFER TO SHEET 12.
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1. ““ INDICATES WETLANDS SHOWN ON THIS PAGE,
2. LOCATION ID REFERS TO GENERAL AREA AS SHOWN ON WETLANDS SUMMARY; SEE SHEET 12.
3. SECTION 10 JURISDICTIONAL AREAS ZONENOT SHOWN;REFER TOSHEET 12.
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Summary of Jurisdictional Wetlands
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WETLAND BOUNDARY

0 200’

ESTIMATED LIMITS OF
SHOAL POINT
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- DTYO~

A. Section 404 Wetlands

Location ID Area (Acres) Description
Adiacent to Looo 197
Swan Lake—East of Upland Ridge

Subtotal

Swan Lake —West of Upland Ridge
South Shore of Hurricane Channel
North Shoreline of Shoal Point
Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C

1. ““ INDICATES WETLANDS SHOWN ON THIS PAGE.
2. LOCATION II) REFERS TO GENERAL AREA AS SHOWN ON WETLANDS SUMMARY; SEE SHEET 12.
3. SECTION 10 JURISDICTIONAL AREAS ZONE NOT SHOWN; REFER TO SHEET 12.
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USACE Permit No.: 21979

Applicotion:C~’OF TEXAS CITY

Date: JULY 12, 2002 Sheet ot —

(T”\ 138kV TRANSMISSION LINE CROSSING DISCHARGE CANAL
SCALE: N.T.S.

NOTES
1. PROPOSED TRANSMISSION LINE POLE NOT
TO BE CONSTRUCTED WITHIN SHORELINE OF
EXISTING GALVESTON COUNTY DISCHARGE
CANAL.

2. LOW POINT OF PROPOSED TRANSMISSION
LINE TO BE A MINIMUM OF 22—FEET ABOVE
SURFACE OF EXISTING LOOP 197 BRIDGE
CROSSING THE GALVESTON COUNTY
DISCHARGE CANAL.

3. ELEVATIONS SHOWN IN USACE MLT
DATUM.

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
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DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN (DRAFT REPORT), SHOAL POINT
CONTAINER TERMINAL, BERGERIABAM ENGINEERS, INC.
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Draft Report

June 2002
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Dredge Material Management Plan  BERGER/ABAM, A01048 
Shoal Point Container Terminal ii June 2002 

DREDGE MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL 

 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 
Page 

 

PART A – GENERAL INFORMATION..........................................................................................1 

1. INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................................1 
1.1 Purpose ............................................................................................................................1 
1.2 Location ...........................................................................................................................1 
1.3 Scope ................................................................................................................................1 
1.4 Horizontal and Vertical Control ...................................................................................2 
1.5 DMMP Overview .............................................................................................................2 
1.6 Definitions .......................................................................................................................2 

2. HISTORICAL AUTHORIZATION ...........................................................................................6 
2.1 History..............................................................................................................................6 
2.2 Maintenance Dredging History .....................................................................................7 
2.3 Sediment Characteristics...............................................................................................7 
2.4 Existing Sediment Disposal Operation ........................................................................8 

3. DREDGING ELEMENTS .........................................................................................................9 
3.1 New Work Dredging........................................................................................................9 
3.2 Maintenance Dredging...................................................................................................9 

4. FIELD INVESTIGATIONS.....................................................................................................11 
4.1 Geotechnical ..................................................................................................................11 
4.2 Bathymetric Survey ......................................................................................................11 
4.3 Aerial Survey .................................................................................................................12 
4.4 Side-Scan Sonar ............................................................................................................12 
4.5 Oyster Grab Sampling..................................................................................................12 
4.6 Magnetometer Survey ..................................................................................................12 

5. PLACEMENT STRATEGY .....................................................................................................14 
5.1 Developed Areas............................................................................................................14 
5.2 Beach Nourishment ......................................................................................................14 
5.3 Placement Areas (PA) ...................................................................................................14 
5.4 Beneficial Use Sites ......................................................................................................14 

6. CONCEPTUAL SITE PLANNING .........................................................................................16 
6.1 Developed Areas............................................................................................................16 

6.1.1 Phase I .................................................................................................................16 
6.1.2 Phase II................................................................................................................16 
6.1.3 Phase III...............................................................................................................16 

6.2 Beach Nourishment ......................................................................................................17 
6.3 Placement Areas ...........................................................................................................17 

6.3.1 PA5 ......................................................................................................................17 
6.3.2 PA6 ......................................................................................................................17 

6.4 Beneficial Use Sites ......................................................................................................17 
6.4.1 Swan Lake............................................................................................................18 
6.4.2 Pelican Island.......................................................................................................18 
6.4.3 Shoal Point...........................................................................................................19 



Dredge Material Management Plan  BERGER/ABAM, A01048 
Shoal Point Container Terminal iii June 2002 

PART B – BEACH NOURISHMENT............................................................................................23 

1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES ...................................................................................................23 

2. DESIGN GUIDELINES ..........................................................................................................23 

3. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS ............................................................................................23 

4. MONITORING PLAN .............................................................................................................23 

PART C – PLACEMENT AREAS .................................................................................................24 

1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES ...................................................................................................24 

2. DESIGN GUIDELINES ..........................................................................................................24 
2.1 Factor of Safety .............................................................................................................24 
2.2 Levee Construction.......................................................................................................24 
2.3 Minimum Freeboard.....................................................................................................24 
2.4 Erosion Control.............................................................................................................24 
2.5 Shore Protection ...........................................................................................................24 

3. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS ............................................................................................25 
3.1 Water Quality ................................................................................................................25 

4. MONITORING PLAN .............................................................................................................25 

PART D – BENEFICIAL USE SITES ..........................................................................................26 

1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES ...................................................................................................26 

2. DESIGN GUIDELINES ..........................................................................................................33 
2.1 Selection of Reference Marshes ..................................................................................33 
2.2 Geomorphology and Site Configuration ....................................................................33 
2.3 Environmental Compliance.........................................................................................34 

2.3.1 Water Quality.......................................................................................................34 
2.4 Field Investigations ......................................................................................................34 

2.4.1 Geotechnical.........................................................................................................34 
2.4.2 Bathymetry ..........................................................................................................34 

2.5 Structure Functionality and Integrity .......................................................................34 
2.5.1 Erosive Forces ......................................................................................................34 
2.5.2 Dredged Material Placement Techniques ..............................................................34 

2.6 Surface Elevations ........................................................................................................35 
2.7 Surface Features ...........................................................................................................35 

2.7.1 Levees ..................................................................................................................35 
2.7.2 Vegetation ............................................................................................................35 

3. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS ............................................................................................36 
3.1 Stabilization of Dredge Material.................................................................................36 
3.2 Vegetation......................................................................................................................36 
3.3 Wildlife ...........................................................................................................................36 

4. MONITORING PLAN .............................................................................................................37 
4.1 Monitoring Schedule....................................................................................................37 

5. REMEDIAL ACTIONS............................................................................................................39 
 
 



Dredge Material Management Plan  BERGER/ABAM, A01048 
Shoal Point Container Terminal iv June 2002 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 

Page 
 
Figure 1 – Vicinity Map.....................................................................................................................3 
Figure 2 – Dredged Material Placement Plan ....................................................................................4 
Figure 3 – Dredged Material Definition .............................................................................................5 
Figure 4 – Conceptual DMMP Schedule...........................................................................................22 
Figure 5 – Stabilization of Dredged Material ...................................................................................27 
Figure 6 – Dredged Material Volume...............................................................................................28 
Figure 7 - Vegetation .......................................................................................................................29 
Figure 8 – Fish and Wildlife ............................................................................................................30 
Figure 9 – Hydrology .......................................................................................................................31 
Figure 10 – Swan Lake Restoration (not including mitigation site)..................................................32 
 
 

LIST OF TABLES 
 

Page 
 

Table 1 – DMMP Dredge Elements ....................................................................................................1 
Table 2 – Historical Texas City Channel Authorization .....................................................................6 
Table 3 – Dredge Quantity History ....................................................................................................7 
Table 4 – Volumetric Factors for Interior Placement Areas................................................................8 
Table 5 – Volumetric Factors for Levees ............................................................................................8 
Table 6 – Estimated New Work Dredge Volumes ...............................................................................9 
Table 7 – Estimated Annual Maintenance Volumes ...........................................................................9 
Table 8 – Remote-Sensing Study Areas............................................................................................11 
Table 9 – Magnetic Anomalies Found within the Study Area ...........................................................13 
Table 10 – Preliminary Development Area Schedule........................................................................14 
Table 11 – BUS Summary ...............................................................................................................15 
Table 12 – 50-Year DMMP Quantities .............................................................................................16 
Table 13 – Preliminary Swan Lake BUS Schedule ...........................................................................18 
Table 14 – Preliminary Pelican Island BUS Schedule......................................................................19 
Table 15 – Preliminary SPBUS1 Schedule .......................................................................................19 
Table 16 – Preliminary SPBUS2 Schedule .......................................................................................20 
Table 17 – Preliminary SPBUS3 Schedule .......................................................................................20 
Table 18 – Preliminary SPBUS4 Schedule .......................................................................................21 
Table 19 – Preliminary SPBUS5 Schedule .......................................................................................21 
Table 20 – Self-Organization Theory ...............................................................................................26 
Table 21 – Monitoring Schedule.......................................................................................................38 
 
 

APPENDIXES 
 
Appendix A – USACE Historical Dredging Volumes 
Appendix B – Geotechnical Information 
Appendix C – Side-Scan Sonar Oyster Habit Location Map 
Appendix D – Oyster Ground-Truthing Results 
Appendix E – Magnetic Anomalies Location Map 
Appendix F – Dredged Material Placement Schedule 
Appendix G – Phased Element Drawings 



Dredge Material Management Plan  BERGER/ABAM, A01048 
Shoal Point Container Terminal 1 June 2002 

Part A – General Information 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this 50-year Dredge Material Management Plan (DMMP) is to assist the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the local sponsor (City of Texas City) to plan and support program 
funding for the placement of dredged material for the Texas City Channel, Texas City Turning 
Basin, Industrial Canal, Industrial Canal Turning Basin, and the Port of Texas City Users group.  
This DMMP will also incorporate new work dredged material quantities associated with the 
development of the Shoal Point Container Terminal.  The plan years are from 2002 to 2052, 
inclusive. 

The goal of this DMMP is to develop a plan that identifies a dredged material placement strategy 
through the year 2052 for any combination of new work and maintenance dredging for dredged 
material placement. 

This document incorporates investigations, analyses, design, and monitoring to support the DMMP. 

1.2 Location 

Shoal Point is located within Galveston Bay, Texas, south of the Texas City Channel.  The USACE 
currently has navigation servitude over the existing site and has been using the location for dredged 
material placement for more than 20 years. 

The original 100-acre site was named Snake Island.  In the 1980s, the USACE-Galveston District 
enlarged Snake Island (now called Shoal Point) to approximately 800 acres (see Figure 1). 

1.3 Scope 

This DMMP addresses new work and maintenance dredged material quantities associated with 
dredged material placement for the areas shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 – DMMP Dredge Elements 

 
Description 

New Work 
Dredging 

 
Maintenance Dredging 

Texas City Channel  X 

Texas City Turning Basin  X 

Industrial Canal  X 

Industrial Canal Turning Basin  X 

Port of Texas City Users Group  X 

Proposed Turning Basin X X 

Proposed Berthing Area X X 

Proposed Texas City Channel Deepening from 
–40.0 MLT to –45.0 MLT 

X  
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1.4 Horizontal and Vertical Control 

The horizontal control for this DMMP is based on Texas State Plane, NAD 83, Texas South Central - 
4204.  

The vertical control is based on the USACE mean low tide (MLT) datum.  All elevations are tied to 
Monument Q1204 (elevation 7.86 feet MLT), which is located along the Texas City Dike. 

1.5 DMMP Overview 

This document describes basic planning information relevant to the creation of four areas.   

§ Developed Areas – Conversion of existing dredged material placement areas to commercial 
properties 

§ Beach Nourishment of the Texas City Dike 

§ Placement Areas (PA) – Placement into existing upland areas 

§ Beneficial Use Sites (BUS) – Creation of intertidal habitats 

Figure 2 gives a brief geographic overview of the location of each of the four planning areas. 

The developed areas are the areas in which the Shoal Point Container Terminal project will be 
located. 

The beach nourishment site is located along the northern flank of the Texas City Dike.  The USACE-
Galveston District currently places dredged material in this location when required.  They are 
identified as PA2 to PA4. 

PA5 and PA6 are areas within the existing Shoal Point footprint which the USACE-Galveston 
District currently places dredged material.   

BUS are intertidal habitat features that will be created from the efforts of dredged material 
placement. 

Detailed geotechnical investigations and analyses will be required prior to the design and 
construction of any geographic areas.  This investigation and analyses are considered to be outside 
the scope of this report. 

1.6 Definitions 

The following definitions are commonly used and referenced throughout this document. 

§ New Work Dredging – Dredging associated with new construction.  Generally, the material is 
undisturbed. 

§ Maintenance Dredging – Dredging of material that accumulates due to normal sedimentation 
processes. 

§ Capital Grade Material – Material that is native to the area and/or is generally classified as 
consolidated or overconsolidated.  The majority of new work dredging has this grade of material. 

§ Maintenance Grade Material – Material that is a result of siltation.  This material is poorly 
consolidated.  In the new work dredging areas, the top three feet were considered to be 
maintenance grade. 

Figure 3 illustrates a typical section showing maintenance versus new work dredging.  This figure 
also shows the location of maintenance grade and capital grade material. 
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City of Texas City Figure 2 — Dredged Material Placement Plan
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2. HISTORICAL AUTHORIZATION 

2.1 History 

On 4 March 1913, the Texas City Channel was first authorized by House Document (H. Doc.) 1390, 
62nd Congress, 3rd Session.  The first proj ect allowed for the construction of a pile levee and a 30-
foot-deep by 300-foot-wide channel.  Authorization was passed on 3 July 1930 for a harbor 800 feet 
wide and a rubble-mound levee, as described in H. Doc. 107, 71st Congress, 1st Session.  
Improvements to these basic features began in 1935 and are summarized by date of authorization in 
Table 2. 

Table 2 – Historical Texas City Channel Authorization 

Date Work Authorized Authorizing Documents 

4 Mar 1913 Construct a channel (300 feet wide by 30 feet 
deep) and a pile levee along its north side 

H. Doc. 1390, 62nd Congress, 
3rd Session 

3 Jul 1930 Construct a harbor (800 feet wide and 30 feet 
deep) and a rubble-mound levee 

H. Doc. 107, 71st  Congress, 1st 
Session 

30 Aug 1935 Extend rubble-mound levee to shoreline Rivers and Harbors Committee 
Doc. 4, 73rd Congress, 1st 
Session 

30 Aug 1935 Deepen channel and harbor to 32 feet Rivers and Harbors Committee 
Doc. 46, 73rd Congress, 2nd 
Session 

30 Aug 1936 Deepen channel and harbor to 34 feet Rivers and Harbors Committee 
Doc. 62, 74th Congress, 1st 
Session 

26 Aug 1937 Extend harbor 1,000 feet southward, 800 feet 
wide by 34 feet deep 

Rivers and Harbors Committee 
Doc. 47, 75th Congress, 1st 
Session 

30 Jun 1948 Deepen channel and harbor to 36 feet, widen 
channel to 400 feet and harbor to 1,000 feet, and 
change name of channel from “Channel from 
Galveston Harbor to Texas City, Texas” to “Texas 
City Channel” 

H. Doc. 561, 80th Congress, 2nd 
Session 

14 Jul 1960 Deepen channel and turning basin to 40 feet and 
construct a 16-foot-deep, 1.9-mile-long industrial 
canal 

H. Doc. 427, 86th Congress, 2nd 
Session 

12 Oct 1972 Widen the existing Texas City Turning Basin to 
1,200 feet, including relocation of the basin 85 
feet to the east; provide a 40-foot-deep channel in 
the Industrial Canal at widths of 300 to 400 feet, 
with a turning basin at the head of the canal 40 
feet deep, 1,150 feet long, and 1,000 feet wide; 
ease the bend at the entrance to the canal; and 
reauthorize shallow-draft Industrial Barge Canal 
not incorporated in plan of improvement above 

H. Doc. 199, 92nd Congress, 2nd 
Session (Section 201, PL 89-298) 
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Date Work Authorized Authorizing Documents 

17 Nov 1986 Deepen the Texas City Turning Basin to 50 feet; 
enlarge the 6.7-mile-long Texas City Channel to 
50 feet deep by 600 feet wide; establish 600 acres 
of wetlands; and develop water-oriented 
recreational facilities on a 90-acre enlargement of 
the Texas City Dike (not constructed) 

Section 201, PL 99-662 

 

2.2 Maintenance Dredging History 

The USACE-Galveston District provided historical dredging records for the last 27 years.  These 
historical records were used to predict future maintenance dredge requirements for the Texas City 
Channel, Industrial Canal, Texas City Turning Basin, and Industrial Canal Turning Basin.  Table 3 
summarizes the contract dredging construction duration and quantity for the last 27 years.  A 
complete historical record of the various dredging contracts issued by the USACE-Galveston District 
is shown in Appendix A. 
 

Table 3 – Dredge Quantity History 

Start – Finish Dredge Year Cyclical Volume (cy) Cumulative Volume (cy) 

Aug 1974 – Jan 1975 2,872,671 2,872,671 

Jan – Apr 1977 2,596,531 5,469,202 

Sep – Dec 1981 2,603,380 8,072,582 

Aug 1984 – Apr 1985 2,840,649 10,913,231 

Apr 1987 – Mar 1988 2,019,298 12,932,529 

Dec 1989 – Mar 1990 1,330,095 14,262,624 

Sep – Dec 1992 1,825,993 16,088,617 

Dec 1995 – Mar 1996 1,922,783 18,011,400 

Oct 1998 – Apr 1999 2,077,276 20,088,676 

Apr – July 2001 1,314,035 21,402,711 

 

2.3 Sediment Characteristics 

The maintenance material dredged from the Texas City Channel has historically been composed of 
fine-grain silts and clays with a low percentage of sand.  A higher percentage of sand has typically 
been found along the outer 4-miles of the channel from Bolivar Roads.   

The characteristics of the soil types for this DMMP have been classified as capital or maintenance 
grades.  Maintenance grade is defined as the initial 3 feet of poorly consolidated dredged material.  
Capital grade is defined as the undisturbed dredged material that is located below the poorly 
consolidated maintenance grade material (see Figure 2).  The assumed bulk and compaction factors 
summarized in Table 4 and Table 5 are based on conversations with the USACE, and laboratory 
testing of various sediment samples. 
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Table 4 – Volumetric Factors for Interior Placement Areas 

Material Grade Type Bulk Factor Consolidation Factor 

Capital 1.3 1.1 

Maintenance 1.5 0.9 
*Note:  All factors apply to neatline quantity. 

 

Table 5 – Volumetric Factors for Levees 

Material Grade Type Bulk Factor Consolidation Factor 

Capital 1.05 1.05 

Maintenance 1.50 0.50 
*Note:  All factors apply to neatline quantity. 

 

Primary consolidation for this document is defined as the settlement of the existing soil substrate 
prior to the placement of dredged material. 

Primary consolidation was determined using a soil spring coefficient (k) and the unit weight and 
height of the dredged material being placed within the site.  The buoyant unit weight of the material 
was used when the water table was above the foundation elevation.  The buoyant unit weight of the 
material was used in all primary consolidation calculations, except PA5 and PA6.  PA5 and PA6 used 
the unit weight for primary consolidation calculations. 

The unit weight of the dredged material was determined to be 120 pcf.  The buoyant unit weight of 
the dredged material was 58 pcf. 

Secondary consolidation and desiccation for this document are defined as settlements that occur 
within the dredged material layers during each dredge cycle.  Secondary consolidation and 
desiccation is directly related to the values presented in Table 4 and Table 5. 

2.4 Existing Sediment Disposal Operation 

The average maintenance cycle for the Texas City Channel and its surrounding areas is every three 
years.  Appr oximately 2.34 million cubic yards of material is dredged from the Texas City Channel, 
Texas City Turning Basin, Industrial Canal, and Industrial Canal Turning Basin during an average 
maintenance cycle.  Approximately 1.17 million cubic yards of sandy dredge material from Station 
14+000 to Bolivar Roads is deposited onto the Texas City Dike as beach nourishment during each 
dredging cycle.  This equates to approximately 50 percent of the total maintenance dredging activity 
performed along the Texas City Channel and its surrounding areas.   

The remaining 1.17 million cubic yards of dredged material from each maintenance cycle is deposited 
within Shoal Point.  The Port of Texas City and other private users of the waterway deposit an 
additional 108,000 cubic yards of material onto Shoal Point during each maintenance cycle. 
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3. DREDGING ELEMENTS 

3.1 New Work Dredging 

The Texas City Channel is currently maintained to –40.0 MLT.  The Shoal Point Container Terminal 
project proposes to dredge the channel to –45.0 MLT.  In addition, the Shoal Point Container 
Terminal project also proposes to dredge a new turning basin, as well as a new 6,000-foot-long 
berthing area.  The specific locations of the proposed new work dredge elements are identified in 
Figure 2. 

All initial dredging will be to –49.0 MLT.  This represents a proposed depth of –45.0 MLT plus 2 feet 
of advanced maintenance and 2 feet of overdepth. 

Table 6 shows the estimated neatline volumes for the proposed new work dredge elements. 
 

Table 6 – Estimated New Work Dredge Volumes 

Area Volume (cy) 

Proposed Texas City Channel deepening from –40.0 MLT to -45.0 MLT 2,400,000 

Proposed Turning Basin to –45.0 MLT 750,000 

Proposed Berthing Areas to –45.0 MLT 8,700,000 

Total 11,850,000 

 

3.2 Maintenance Dredging 

The Texas City Channel, Industrial Canal, Industrial Canal Turning Basin, and Texas City Turning 
Basin accumulate sediment from Shoal Point and the surrounding areas.  Table 7 gives the 
estimated annual maintenance dredge volumes for the Texas City Channel, Industrial Canal, 
Industrial Canal Turning Basin, and Texas City Turning Basin, as well as other areas of interest.  
These values were obtained by reviewing past dredging contracts (see Appendix A). 

 

Table 7 – Estimated Annual Maintenance Volumes 

Area Volume (cy) 

Texas City Channel, Texas City Turning Basin, Industrial Canal, and 
Industrial Canal Turning Basin 

780,000 

Port of Texas City 22,000 

Sterling Chemicals 13,000 

DOW Chemical (aka-Union Carbide Corporation) <1,000 

Total 816,000 

 

For purposes of this document, a typical dredging cycle for the Texas City Channel and its 
surrounding areas is estimated to be three years. 
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Due to the erosive forces, Shoal Point is a large source of maintenance material along the Texas City 
Channel.  Once the Shoal Point Container Terminal is constructed, the northern shoreline of Shoal 
Point will be capped with  a slope revetment.  This slope revetment will thereby minimize the erosive 
forces along the shoreline.  As a result, it is not anticipated that any increase in maintenance 
volumes will occur as a result of the new work dredge elements previously discussed in this section.  

Over the course of this 50-year DMMP, an estimated 40.8 million cubic yards of maintenance 
dredged material is anticipated.
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4. FIELD INVESTIGATIONS 

PBS&J conducted a marine remote-sensing survey of five areas in Galveston Bay, totaling 
approximately 4,000 acres.  The survey took place during the period from March to August 2001 (see 
Table 8). 

 

Table 8 – Remote-Sensing Study Areas 

Study Area Approximate Acreage 
(acres) 

Shoal Point Vicinity 3,208 

Proposed Turning Basin Vicinity 160 

Western Flank of Pelican Island 344 

Texas City Channel Margins - 

 

This survey served several purposes, depending upon the area in question.  All four areas were 
surveyed for submerged cultural resources.  All areas, except the Texas City Channel margins, were 
surveyed for the purpose of mapping potential oyster habitat.  PBS&J conducted a bathymetric 
survey of four areas, including the proposed Shoal Point Turning Basin and berthing areas. 

4.1 Geotechnical 

Fugro South, Inc. completed soil borings in the study area during September 2000 and May 2001.  
Locations, as well as preliminary soil boring logs, can be found in Appendix B.  The drop cores were 
pushed by hand using a 2-inch stainless steel liner sampler.  The liner sampler has a maximum 
penetration of 2 feet. Probing was performed at each location using a T-handle rod and extensions. 
The rods are about 3/4-inch in diameter and are made from stainless steel.  There is a 15/16-inch tip 
on the rod that reveals additional data on the bottom soil composition.   

4.2 Bathymetric Survey 

Bathymetric data was recorded along parallel lines spaced at 200-foot intervals.  The cultural 
resource and oyster surveys were conducted along parallel transects spaced at even 100-foot 
intervals and approaching as near to the shore as possible without endangering the survey vessel or 
towed equipment.  Shallow areas were surveyed at high tide in order to maximize coverage.  The 
total length of all survey lines was approximately 386 statute miles for both the oyster and cultural 
resource surveys and 80 miles for the bathymetric survey.   

Bathymetric survey data was acquired using an Odom Hydrotrac echo-sounder with a 200-kHz 
narrow beam transducer.  Water depths compensated for wave action of the transducer in real time 
using a TSS.335B Motion Sensor.  The Hydrotrac was calibrated (bar checked) at the start and end 
of each survey day using a horizontal bar (pipe) suspended beneath the transducer.   

Tidal data was collected using a Valeport VTM.710 Tide Gauge.  The tide gauge was mounted on a 
U.S. Coast Guard ranger marker platform at the eastern margin of the proposed turning basin.  
Water level data was collected at 1-minute intervals throughout the period of the bathymetric 
survey.  A temporary datum (nail) was established in a wooden piling above the tide gauge 
transducer.  The elevation of the nail was determined to be 7.407 feet relative to the MLT datum.  
This elevation was determined by optical measurement from nearby Monument Q1204 (elevation 
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7.86 feet MLT) located on the Texas City Dike.  The tide gauge elevation was measured by tape 
relative to the temporary datum.   

4.3 Aerial Survey 

John E. Chance and Associates, Inc. conducted an aerial survey of Shoal Point and the Swan Lake 
vicinity in June 2000, using Fli-Dar technology.  The aerial survey was supplemented with a 
physical-features survey completed by Shiner Moseley and Associates in September 2000.  A 
combination of these two sources of information was the foundation for which all capacity 
calculations are based.  BERGER/ABAM provided contour mapping through the use of the computer 
program Land Development Desktop. 

4.4 Side-Scan Sonar 

Sonar data was recorded using a CODA data acquisition system and an Edgetech 500-kHz digital 
towfish.  Survey lines were spaced at 100-foot intervals.  The calculated offset position of the towfish 
was exported from the navigation computer to the sonar computer in real time; thus, all digital sonar 
images were geo-referenced.   

Data post-processing, mapping, and analyses of sonar data were conducted in the field concurrently 
with the survey.  Sonar mosaics were produced from the raw sonar data for specific areas containing 
suspected oyster habitat.  Mosaics were then exported as a geotiff format.  Appendix C shows the 
results of the side-can sonar mosaics. 

4.5 Oyster Grab Sampling 

Physical ground-truthing of suspected oyster habitat areas was conducted following completion of 
the sonar mapping task.  Preliminary plots of oyster survey areas, showing potential oyster habitat, 
were used to guide the collection of numerous bottom samples for purposes of ground-truthing the 
sonar interpretations.  A PBS&J biologist assisted with the ground-truthing by collecting data 
regarding the biological status of shell reefs.  The results of ground-truthing confirmed the accuracy 
of the sonar interpretations.  Appendix D shows the results of the oyster ground-truthing. 

4.6 Magnetometer Survey 

Magnetic survey data was acquired at 1-second intervals using a Geometrics G881 cesium 
magnetometer in a towed configuration.   

Magnetic contour maps were prepared from the diurnally corrected data for all areas covered by this 
survey.  These maps illustrate locations of potential submerged cultural resources, as well as 
possible dredging obstructions, pipelines, and wells.  Based on the results of the magnetometer 
survey, eight potential shipwreck sites (see Table 9) were observed.  Appendix E shows the location 
of the magnetic anomalies. 
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Table 9 – Magnetic Anomalies Found within the Study Area 

Anomaly East North Radius (ft) 

SP1 3278756.8 13697939.4 105 

SP2 3283872.4 13698668.6 117 

SP3 3290270.3 13705589.0 128 

SP4 3288002.2 13706819.9 83 

SP5 3287622.7 13706863.1 159 

PI1 3297184.9 13694617.4 144 

TCC1 3303884.0 13702287.0 118 

TCC2 3299316.7 13704407.0 106 

 

Five of the above magnetic anomalies are located in the Shoal Point (SP) survey area, one is located 
in the Pelican Island (PI) survey area, and two are located along the northern margin of the Texas 
City Channel (TCC).  No anomalies are suspected as submerged cultural resources in the proposed 
turning basin or berthing area.   
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5. PLACEMENT STRATEGY 

5.1 Developed Areas 

The proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal will be constructed in three phases that will occupy 
approximately 400 acres on Shoal Point.  The terminal will be paved at a nominal finished elevation 
of +18.0 MLT.  Phase I will be constructed within existing Cell C, which is at an existing average 
elevation +20.5 MLT.  Phases II and III will be constructed primarily within Cell A, which is at an 
existing average elevation +11.5 MLT (see Figure 1 and Figure 2).  

Table 10 shows an estimate of the development timing for the Shoal Point Container Terminal. 

 

Table 10 – Preliminary Development Area Schedule 

Phase Dredge Element Estimated 
New Work 

Dredge 
Volume (mcy) 

Estimated 
Dredge 

Year 

Estimated 
Operational 

Year 

I Berthing Area 
(Berths 1 and 2) 

3.0 2002 2004 

II Berthing Area 
(Berths 3 and 4) 

 
Turning Basin 

 
Channel 

3.1 
 
 

0.75 
 

2.40 

2006 2008 

III Berthing Area 
(Berths 5 and 6) 

2.6 2014 2016 

 

5.2 Beach Nourishment 

Since 1986, approximately 1.17 million cubic yards of sandy dredged material from Station 14+000 
to Bolivar Roads has been deposited onto the Texas City Dike to be used as beach nourishment 
during each three-year maintenance cycle.  This equates to approximately 50 percent of the dredging 
activity performed along the Texas City Channel and its surrounding areas.  It is assumed this 
practice will continue throughout the course of this 50-year DMMP. 

5.3 Placement Areas (PA) 

The PA will be used throughout the 50-year maintenance plan.  PA5 will be constructed in existing 
Cell B on Shoal Point and will likely be dedicated to the maintenance dredging for the Port of Texas 
City Users Group, as well as dredged material from the Industrial Canal and Industrial Canal 
Turning Basin.  PA6 on Shoal Point will be constructed within existing Cell A and Cell B and will 
likely be dedicated to the maintenance dredging from the Texas City Channel (see Figure 1 and 
Figure 2). 

5.4 Beneficial Use Sites 

Approximately 1,353 acres of BUS will be developed during the course of the 50-year plan (see Table 
11). 
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Table 11 – BUS Summary 

BUS Area (acres) Existing Elevation 
(MLT) 

Swan Lake 363 -0.9 

Pelican (PBUS) 99 -2.3 

Shoal Point BUS 1 (SPBUS1) 357 -7.2 

Shoal Point BUS 2 (SPBUS2) 115 -8.0 

Shoal Point BUS 3 (SPBUS3) 138 -7.3 

Shoal Point BUS 4 (SPBUS4) 120 -8.0 

Shoal Point BUS 5 (SPBUS5) 161 -8.9 

Total 1,353 - 
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6. CONCEPTUAL SITE PLANNING 

This 50-year DMMP includes a neatline dredge volume of approximately 52.7 million cubic yards of 
material.  Approximately 19.5 million cubic yards of material will be used as beach nourishment 
along the Texas City Dike (PA2 to PA4) and the remaining 33.2 million cubic yards will be placed 
within either the PA or the BUS. 

Figure 4 illustrates a conceptual schedule for the elements of this DMMP. 

Appendix G shows a detailed schedule of dredged material placement activity for the years covered 
within this 50-year DMMP. 

Table 12 gives a complete breakdown of the anticipated dredged material. 

 

Table 12 – 50-Year DMMP Quantities 

Material Grade Type Volume (mcy) 

Maintenance 43.4 

Capital 9.3 

 

6.1 Developed Areas 

The Shoal Point Container Terminal will likely be implemented in three phases. Each operational 
phase will require dredging, regrading, and levee construction to be performed in order to obtain 
finished grade.  The levees constructed on Shoal Point will typically be constructed using existing on-
site material1 that will have slopes no steeper than 3H to 1V and a minimum crown width of 20 feet. 

Approximately 1.6 million cubic yards of capital grade and 0.2 million cubic yards of maintenance 
grade material will be used as subgrade (fill) material for the development of Phases II and III.  This 
work will be accomplished with material removed from the berthing area during Phase I dredging. 

6.1.1 Phase I 

A new access corridor at an approximate elevation between +12.0 and +18.0 MLT will be 
constructed, which will define the boundaries of PA5 and PA6.  The 125-acre footprint of Phase I will 
be initially surcharged to consolidate material and subsequently regraded to a nominal elevation of 
+15.0 MLT.  Surcharge and excess material will be relocated from the Phase I area to the Phase II 
and III areas.  The final elevation of the paved site will be +18 MLT.   

6.1.2 Phase II 

The existing dredged material and surcharge from Phase I will be used as the subgrade material for 
the additional 125-acre footprint of Phase II.   Surcharge and excess material will be relocated from 
the Phase II area to the Phase III area.  The final elevation of the paved site will be +18 MLT.   

6.1.3 Phase III 

The existing dredged material and surcharge from Phases I and II will be used as the subgrade 
material for the additional 150-acre footprint of Phase III.  Surcharge and excess material will be 
relocated from Phase III to PA6.  The final elevation of the paved site will be +18 MLT.   

                                                                 
1 Technical Report DS-78-11, Guidelines for Dewatering/Densifying Confined Dredged Material, Army Engineer Waterways 
Experiment Station, Vicksburg, MS, September 1978 
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6.2 Beach Nourishment 

Sandy dredge material from Station 14+000 to Bolivar Roads will be placed along the Texas City 
Dike as beach nourishment.  The placement will be unconfined near the north flank of the Texas 
City Dike. 

It is anticipated that approximately 19.5 million cubic yards of sandy maintenance material will be 
deposited along the Texas City Dike over the course of this 50-year DMMP. 

6.3 Placement Areas  

PA5 and PA6 are located within the existing area of Shoal Point not occupied by the proposed Shoal 
Point Container Terminal. 

The new levees constructed on Shoal Point will be composed of material that will have slopes no 
steeper than 3H to 1V and a minimum crown width of 20 feet.   

The maximum disposal grade elevations in the core will be set at +26.0 MLT.  The existing levees 
will be increased to match the site grade elevation, plus 2 feet for allowable ponding and an 
additional 2 feet for freeboard.  The maximum levee elevation within Shoal Point will be +30.0 MLT.  
This preliminary elevation was determined based on laboratory testing of the existing material.  
Increased elevations may be possible. 

6.3.1 PA5 

PA5 is approximately 90 acres and is bounded by the southern limits of Shoal Point and to the north 
by the container terminal.  The toe of the PA5 levee will have a 10-foot buffer from the toe of slope of 
the access corridor. 

Approximately 2.44 million cubic yards of maintenance grade material is expected to be deposited 
within PA5 over the course of this 50-year DMMP. 

6.3.2 PA6 

PA6 is approximately 160 acres and is bounded by the southern limits of Shoal Point and the 
container terminal to the north.  The toe of the PA6 levee will have a 10-foot buffer from the toe of 
slope of the access corridor. 

Approximately 6.60 million cubic yards of maintenance grade material is expected to be deposited 
within PA6 over the course of this 50-year DMMP. 

6.4 Beneficial Use Sites 

The intent of the BUS is to create an intertidal marsh habitat to produce an overall net benefit to the 
continued production of fish and wildlife resources.  Over time, the sites are expected to develop 
similarly to nearby existing natural intertidal habitat.  Features will be constructed to minimize 
impacts to other natural habitats and to avoid impacts to navigational requirements. 

All BUS will initially start as confined dredged material containment areas.  The design guideline 
for the containment areas will be the “Confined Disposal of Dredged Material Engineer Manual.”2  
After the areas have reached a predetermined target elevation, the areas will be decommissioned 
and the areas will be contoured, planted, and shaped, if necessary, to form an intertidal habitat.   

The following BUS acreage areas described are measured within the centerline of the confining 
levee. 

                                                                 
2 EM 1110-2-5027 Confined Disposal of Dredged Material, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 30 September 1987 
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The design of the BUS is relatively new with limited existing projects to evaluate.  The proposed 
designs are based on the successes of existing demonstration projects.  Guidelines for the intertidal 
habitat design are dynamic and modifications may be necessary to meet all beneficial use objectives. 

Where required, confining levees will be composed of material that will have side slopes no steeper 
than 5H to 1V and a minimum crown width of 30 feet.  The levee will have a minimum elevation of 
+8.0 MLT.  The final BUS interior grade elevations will be developed from an elevation survey of a 
nearby reference marsh prior to the final filling of each new cell. 

All of the BUS will be located within a 2.5-mile radius of the Shoal Point dredge elements to 
minimize the costs of transport and the degradation of the dredged material over long distances.   
The dredged material will likely be pumped by means of a suction cutter-head dredge to all of the 
BUS areas. 

6.4.1 Swan Lake  

The Swan Lake BUS is located within the geographic vicinity of the existing Swan Lake. 

The removal of groundwater during the 1960s caused subsidence of the areas surrounding and 
within the City of Texas City, resulting in a net loss of intertidal habitat. 

The conceptual plan for improving Swan Lake is to raise the grade to the 1960s level and to create 
approximately 363 acres of intertidal habitat in staged development.  Table 13 shows the estimated 
schedule for the development of the Swan Lake BUS. 

Capital grade material will be used in restoration of Swan Lake, unless other materials are 
determined through coordination with the natural resource agencies to be appropriate for the 
success of the restored marsh. 

Table 13 – Preliminary Swan Lake BUS Schedule 

Material Grade (mcy)*  
 

Event 

 
 

Year 

 
 

Area (Acres) Capital Maintenance 

Phase I  2002 45 + TNRCC 
Restoration 

Project 

0.400 - 

Phase II  2006 318 1.48 - 

Decom.  2006 363 1.88 - 
*Indicates a neatline volume. 
 

6.4.2 Pelican Island 

The Pelican Island BUS is 3.8 miles southeast of Shoal Point and approximately 1.0 mile south of 
the Texas City Channel.  The capital and maintenance grade material from deepening the Texas 
City Channel along the outer reaches will be placed at the Pelican Island BUS.  The dredged 
material will be used to create approximately 99 acres of intertidal habitat. 

Table 14 illustrates the anticipated neatline volume of dredged material and decommissioning date 
for the Pelican Island BUS. 
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Table 14 – Preliminary Pelican Island BUS Schedule 

Material Grade (mcy)*  
 

Event 

 
Estimate

d 
Year 

 
 

Location 

 
Area 

(Acres) 

Levee 
Perimeter

(feet) Capital Maintenance 

Phase II  2006 Levees 
Interior 

- 
99 

5,750 
- 

0.185 
0.200 

- 
0.640 

Decom.  2006  99 5,750 0.385 0.640 
*Indicates a neatline volume. 
 

6.4.3 Shoal Point 

§ SPBUS1 

Capital and maintenance grade material will be used to create a 357-acre intertidal habitat.  Capital 
grade material will be used to create the levees. 

Table 15 illustrates the anticipated neatline volume of dredged material and decommissioning date 
for SPBUS1. 

 

Table 15 – Preliminary SPBUS1 Schedule 

Material Grade (mcy)*  
 

Event 

 
Estimated 

Year 

 
 

Location 

 
Area 

(Acres) 

Levee 
Perimeter 

(feet) Capital Maintenance 

Phase I 2002 Levees - 13,350 0.84 - 

Maint. 2004 Interior 357 - - 1.17 

Phase II 2006 Interior - - 1.70 2.37 

Maint.  2009 Interior - - - 0.900 

Decom.  2009  357 13,350 2.54 4.44 
*Indicates a neatline volume. 
 

SPBUS2 

Capital and maintenance grade material will be used to create a 115-acre intertidal habitat.  Capital 
grade material will be used to create the levees. 

Table 16 illustrates the anticipated neatline volume of dredged material and decommissioning date 
for SPBUS2. 
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Table 16 – Preliminary SPBUS2 Schedule 

Material Grade (mcy)*  
 

Event 

 
Estimated 

Year 

 
 

Location 

 
Area 

(Acres) 

Levee 
Perimeter 

(feet) Capital Maintenance 

Phase II 2006 Levees - 6,950 0.465 - 

Maint. 2009 Interior 115 - - 0.270 

Maint. 2012 Interior - - - 1.07 

Phase III 2014 Interior - - 0.665 0.110 

Decom.    115 6,950 1.13 1.45 
*Indicates a neatline volume. 
 

SPBUS3 

Capital and maintenance grade material will be used to create a 138-acre intertidal habitat.  Capital 
grade material will be used to create the levees. 

Table 17 illustrates the anticipated neatline volume of dredged material and decommissioning date 
for SPBUS3. 

 

Table 17 – Preliminary SPBUS3 Schedule 

Material Grade (mcy)*  
 

Event 

 
Estimated 

Year 

 
 

Location 

 
Area 

(Acres) 

Levee 
Perimeter 

(feet) Capital Maintenance 

Phase III 2014 Levees 
Interior 

 
138 

6,650 
- 

0.425 
0.170 

- 
0.0550 

Maint. 2015 Interior - - - 1.17 

Maint. 2018 Interior - - - 1.13 

Decom.  2018  138 6,650 0.595 2.36 
*Indicates a neatline volume. 
 

SPBUS4 

Capital and maintenance grade material will be used to create a 120-acre intertidal habitat.  Capital 
grade material will be used to create the levees. 

Table 18 illustrates the anticipated neatline volume of dredged material and decommissioning date 
for SPBUS4. 
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Table 18 – Preliminary SPBUS4 Schedule 

Material Grade (mcy)*  
 

Event 

 
Estimated 

Year 

 
 

Location 

 
Area 

(Acres) 

Levee 
Perimeter 

(feet) Capital Maintenance 

Phase III 2014 Levees - 9,250 0.620 - 

Maint. 2021 Interior 120 - - 1.170 

Maint. 2024 Interior - - - 1.170 

Decom.  2024  120 9,250 0.620 2.34 
*Indicates a neatline volume. 
 

SPBUS5 

Capital and maintenance grade material will be used to create a 161-acre intertidal habitat.  Capital 
grade material will be used to create the levees. 

Table 19 illustrates the anticipated neatline volume of dredged material and decommissioning date 
for SPBUS5. 

 

Table 19 – Preliminary SPBUS5 Schedule 

Material Grade (mcy)*  
 

Event 

 
Estimated 

Year 

 
 

Location 

 
Area 

(Acres) 

Levee 
Perimeter 

(feet) Capital Maintenance 

Phase III 2014 Levees - 7,450 0.555 - 

Maint. 2027 Interior 161 - - 1.17 

Maint. 2030 Interior - - - 1.17 

Maint. 2033 Interior - - - 1.10 

Decom.  2033  161 7,450 0.555 3.44 
*Indicates a neatline volume. 
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Part B – Beach Nourishment 

 

1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The goal and objective of the beach nourishment program is to reinforce and replace material that 
has been removed from the Texas City Dike due to erosive forces.   

2. DESIGN GUIDELINES 

Since 1986, approximately 1.17 million cubic yards of sandy dredged material from Station 14+000 
to Bolivar Roads has been deposited onto the Texas City Dike (PA2 to PA4) to be used as beach 
nourishment.  This equates to approximately 50 percent of the dredging activity performed along the 
Texas City Channel and its surrounding areas. 

Since its creation, the Texas City Dike has had considerable day use for fishing, swimming, wind 
surfing, and personal watercraft.  Critical to its continued use is the maintenance of the beach along 
the north side of the dike.  This DMMP will continue to utilize this beneficial use of material along 
the dike. 

3. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

In beach nourishment, strategic placement of dredge discharge pipes and post-consolidation 
contouring can lead to the desired landscape-level geomorphology.   

4. MONITORING PLAN 

Surveys of the beaches will be conducted as necessary prior to and after each dredge cycle.  
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Part C – Placement Areas 

 

1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The goal of the PA is to maximize the use of existing upland placement areas within Shoal Point. 

The levee elevations will be designed for ponding and required freeboard during operation. 

2. DESIGN GUIDELINES 

The proper dredged material placement, consolidation, and levee construction are critical for 
establishing a specified disposal elevation.  Controlling these parameters is difficult since rainfall, 
high evaporation, and evapotranspiration rates influence the characteristics of the soil.  Excess 
water should be decanted off the site to prepare for the placement of the next dredge cycle. 

The PA will be used throughout the 50-year maintenance cycle.  PA5 will be constructed in existing 
Cell B and will be primarily dedicated to the maintenance dredging for the Port of Texas City Users 
Group and maintenance dredging for the Industrial Canal and Industrial Canal Turning Basin.  PA6 
will be constructed in existing Cells A and B and will be primarily dedicated to the maintenance 
dredging from the Texas City Channel. 

The design and maintenance requirements for the PA shall be based on current USACE office 
practice and USACE EM-1110-2-50272.  Supplemental design information is shown below. 

2.1 Factor of Safety 

A factor of safety of 2.0 shall be used in the design of the levees to prevent sliding and overturning. 

2.2 Levee Construction 

The levees constructed within Shoal Point will be composed of material that will have slopes no 
steeper than 3H to 1V and a minimum crown width of 20 feet.   

2.3 Minimum Freeboard  

For planning purposes, the maximum interior grade elevation for the area is +26.0 MLT.  Existing 
levees will be raised to match the interior grade elevation, plus 2 feet for allowable ponding and an 
additional 2 feet for freeboard.  The assumed maximum levee elevation within Shoal Point is +30.0 
MLT.  Higher elevations may be possible. 

2.4 Erosion Control 

Vegetation shall be used for erosion control along the outer flank of the levees, where necessary. 

2.5 Shore Protection 

Shore protection shall be used to prevent erosion due to wave action. 

Shore protection shall be designed for the 25-year storm. 
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3. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

3.1 Water Quality 

Water quality shall comply with all federal, state, and local laws, rules, and regulations governing 
the discharge of materials into navigable waters, including approval of the appropriate state water 
quality board for the discharge of any materials and wastes into navigable waters within its 
jurisdiction. 

4. MONITORING PLAN 

Surveys of the PA levees shall occur before each dredge cycle, or as indicated by current USACE 
office practice.  The levees shall be designed to have a minimum of 2 feet for freeboard after the 
completion of a dredge cycle.  The levees constructed on Shoal Point will be composed of material 
that will have slopes no steeper than 3H to 1V and a minimum crown width of 20 feet. 
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Part D – Beneficial Use Sites 

 

1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

A balance between fixed-design and a completely self-organizing system will be used in creating the 
BUS.  BUS planning will consist of goals, objectives, performance standards, monitoring methods, 
and remedial actions.  Table 20 describes the BUS planning system. 
 

Table 20 – Self-Organization Theory 

Term Definition 

Goals General statement about desired project direction and 
outcomes 

Objectives Specific statement about desired project outcomes 

Performance Standards Observable or measurable attributes that can be used to 
determine if an intertidal habitat project meets the 

objectives intended for the project 

Monitoring Methods Specific approaches to determine if the performance 
standards have been met 

Remedial Action Actions to be taken if performance standards are not met 
within the desired period 

 

Figure 5, Figure 6, Figure 7, Figure 8, Figure 9, and Figure 10 demonstrate the process of creating a 
successful BUS. 



Minimize loss of dredged material from the BUS.

Goal

No visible dredge fans outside the
BUS footprint.

Performance Standard

BUS loss shall be no more than
30% of the initially constructed
BUS area for the life of the project.

Performance Standard

Minimize loss of material from the 
BUS during construction.

Objective

Minimize loss of material from the 
BUS after construction.

Objective

Consider corrective actions
such as dredging, to remove
the fan or vegetative plantings,
to mitigate for the unplanned 
dredge fan.

Remedial Action

Erosion problem to be 
arrested by repairing or 
altering structures as needed
or by installation of additional
structures.

Remedial Action

Consider additional 
placement of dredged
material on eroding site.

Remedial Action

Conduct on-site inspection
during MLLW for visible 
appearance of dredge fans.  
Conduct aerial photography
within 60 days post-
construction.  Topographic
surveys may be required if
dredged fans are present.

Monitoring Method

Annually assess the structural
integrity of earthen dikes and
other structures intended to
stabilize dredged material.

Monitoring Method

Conduct a GIS analysis of
DOQQs or equivalent
photography every 5 years
to establish changes in the
marsh area.

Monitoring Method

Figure 5 — Stabilization of Dredged Volume



Use dredged material to create BUS similar to nearby natural 
marshes, including both high and low marsh, without adversely 
impacting sensitive habitats while minimizing impacts.

Goal

Accommodate required volume of dredged material.

Objective

Elevations within the BUS and settlement of the dredged material 
shall fall within 90% of the consolidation projections.

Performance Standard

Sampling of the dredged material shall be taken after the BUS is 
approximately 50% full.  The samples shall be tested for 
consolidation and bulking factors.

Monitoring Method

Modify placement within the 
BUS, as needed, to 
accommodate changes in 
projected volume to achieve 
target elevations.

Remedial Action

Figure 6 — Dredged Material Volume



Use dredged material to create a BUS similar to nearby marshes, 
while minimizing impacts to other ecologically important habitats.

Goal

Support vegetation communities similar to those typical of nearby 
natural Spartina alterniflora marshes.

Objective

Created marshes shall not
support undesirable plant
species.

Performance Standard

No more than 20% of total
vegetative cover inclusive of
bare ground will be high
marsh species, such as 
Spartina patens, Batis 
maritima, Borrichia frutescens, 
Monoanthochloe littoralis, 
Salicornia ssp., and Lycium 
carolinanum.

Performance Standard

80% of the total vegetative 
cover shall be tall form 
Spartina alterniflora.

Performance Standard

Conduct annual site visits
with local resource agency
personnel to determine 
species present and extent 
of vegetative cover.

Monitoring Method

Conduct a ground truthed GIS evaluation of 
DOQQs or equivalent photography to 
determine vegetative cover every 5 years.

Consider recontouring to support appropriate 
vegetation communities.  Consider adding 
additional dredged material if site is too low to
support desired vegetation.  Consider
excavation and vegetative plantings if area is
too high.  Consider enhancing tidal exchange.

Monitoring Method

Removal or herbiciding of 
undesirable vegetation.

Remedial Action

Remedial Action

Figure 7 — Vegetation



Use dredged material to create BUS similar to nearby natural 
marshes, including both high and low marsh, without adversely 
impacting critical habitats while minimizing impacts.

Goal

Develop habitat for native fish and wildlife.

Objective

Figure 8 — Fish and Wildlife

Within 20 years of initial marsh con-
struction, isolated pond area total area
ratio shall be equal to or greater than 
the median isolated pond area ratios 
of nearby natural marshes. The creat-
ed marsh shall have at least 40% of 
the natural marsh isolated pond area 
by year 5 and at least 20% additional 
isolated pond area for each 5 year 
cycle.

Performance Standard

Within 20 years of initial marsh con-
struction, area of open water habitat
with connection to tidal flushing is
equal or greater than median areas of 
open water habitat with connection to
tidal flushing in nearby natural marsh
sites. The created marsh shall have at
least 40% of the natural marsh tidal
connection by year 5 and at least 20% 
additional for each 5 year cycle.

Performance Standard

Within 20 years of habitat con-
struction, edge to area ratio is equal to
or greater than the median edge to 
area ratios of nearby natural marshes.
The created marsh shall have at least 
40% of the natural marsh edge to area 
ratio by year 5 and at least 20% 
additional edge for each 5 year cycle.

Performance Standard

Mean overall density and diversity
of birds along marsh/water edge
shall be at least 60% of that found in
nearby natural marshes during the 
same season and water condition
within 10 years after marsh fill
placement.

Performance Standard

Mean overall density of transient and
resident fish and crustaceans are not
significantly different from nearby
marshes.

Performance Standard

Conduct a GIS analysis of DOQQs
or equivalent photography every 5
years to determine isolated pond area 
to total area ratios for both the 
created and the natural reference 
mashes.

Monitoring Method

Conduct a GIS analysis of DOQQs
or equivalent photography every 5
years. Area comprised of open water
habitat with tidal connections shall be 
compared to a typical nearby natural
marsh.

Monitoring Method

Conduct a GIS analysis of DOQQs
or equivalent photography every 5
years after initial habitat construction
to determine edge to area ratios com-
pared to a typical nearby natural
marsh.

Monitoring Method

Traverse main tidal creeks of the 
created and natural reference marsh-
es for a standard distance (minimum 
1500 ft.) during the early morning 
hours in early  April, late June, late 
September and late January.  
Identify species and count all birds.

Monitoring Method

Fisheries censussing via trapping
with a sampling tool design shall
be used to compare 5-year mean
densities.

Monitoring Method

Recontouring the created intertidal
habitat area to construct additional 
isolated ponds should be considered 
to meet the performance standard.

Remedial Action

For future dredged material 
placement correct design issues for 
the edge to area ratios, slopes, 
elevations, and habitat connected to 
tidal flushing.

Remedial Action

Recontouring shall be used to 
establish additional marsh edges to 
meet the performance standard.

Remedial Action

Investigations shall be undertaken 
to determine why differences exist 
between the marshes and 
corrective measures should be 
implemented.

Remedial Action

Investigations should be undertaken 
to determine why differences exist 
between the marshes and 
corrective measures should be 
implemented.

Remedial Action



Achieve target elevations necessary to permit intertidal
fluctuations of bay waters within the BUS.

Goal

Depth of tidal inlets, creeks,
and connected ponds shall be
at least 80% of the average
depth of those found in nearby
natural marshes within 5 years
of placement.

Performance Standard

Measurements of water temp-
erature, dissolved oxygen, and
salinity of subtidal habitats in
the BUS shall be within 10%
of the mean values measured
in nearby natural marshes 
within 5 years of placement.

Performance Standard

Volume of water exchanged 
during a tidal cycle in the BUS 
shall be within 30% of that 
observed in nearby natural 
marshes of similar size
within 5 years of placement.

Performance Standard

Survey water depths of tidal
creeks relative to local sea 
level at 100 ft., 1000 ft., and
1500 ft. from the main tidal inlet
into the BUS and reference 
marsh. Survey nontidal pond
bottom elevations and overflow 
elevations relative to local sea 
level in the BUS and 
reference marsh.

Monitoring Method

Utilize continuous monitoring
and recording devices for 
7 consecutive days within
similar habitats (creeks, tidal
ponds, and nontidal ponds) at
the BUS and natural marsh.

Monitoring Method

Flow meters shall be deployed 
500 ft. from the main tidal 
opening during the spring or 
fall when the bay is 
experiencing only one low
and high tide a day.

Monitoring Method

Excavate ponds and tidal 
creeks to comparable depths
as reference marsh.
Consider lowering target 
elevation of future BUS.

Remedial Action

Increase tidal exchange by en-
larging tidal inlet and/or by
excavating additional ponds
and creeks to greater depths.
Consider lowering target 
elevation of future BUS.

Remedial Action

Create BUS with water
depths similar to those found
in nearby natural marshes.

Objective

Create BUS with water
quality similar to those found
in nearby natural marshes.

Objective

Create BUS with tidal
flow rates similar to those 
found in nearby natural 
marshes.

Objective

Figure 9 — Hydrology



Use dredged material to restore Swan Lake to historic (1964) 
marsh coverage as depicted in 1964 aerial photography.

Restore 363 acres of Spartina alterniflora marsh in phase II of
the Shoal Port Container facility.

Goal

80% of BUS is within elevation 
range of existing natural marsh 
within Swan Lake.

Performance Standard

50% vegetative cover at 3 years.  
70% vegetative coverage of 
restored area within 5 years of 
final elevation grading.

Performance Standard

Objective

Consider recontouring as 
necessary to achieve 
performance standard.

Remedial Action

Additional plantings may be 
necessary to achieve 5 year 
vegetative goal.

Remedial Action

Replant with additional 
plantings in areas that did 
not achieve the 70% 
vegetative coverage.

Remedial Action

Conduct post-construction
elevation survey within 120
days of completion of final 
elevation grading.

Monitoring Method

Conduct a GIS analysis of
DOQQs or equivalent
photography at years 3 and 
5 to determine amount of 
vegetative cover.

Monitoring Method

Figure 10 — Swan Lake Restoration (not including mitigation site)
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2. DESIGN GUIDELINES 

The intent of the BUS is to create an intertidal marsh habitat to produce an overall net benefit to the 
continued production of fish and wildlife resources.  Over time, the sites are expected to develop 
similarly to nearby existing natural intertidal habitats.  Features will be constructed to minimize 
impacts to other natural habitats and to avoid impacts to navigational requirements. 

The design of the BUS is relatively new with limited existing projects to evaluate.  The proposed 
designs are based on the successes of existing demonstration projects.  Guidelines for the intertidal 
habitat design are dynamic and modifications may be necessary to meet all beneficial use objectives. 

Where required, confining levees will be composed of material that will have side slopes no steeper 
than 5H to 1V and the crown of the levee will have a minimum crown width of 30 feet.  The levee will 
have a minimum elevation of +8.0 MLT.  The final BUS interior grade elevations will be developed 
from an elevation survey of a nearby reference marsh prior to the final filling of each new marsh cell. 

All of the BUS will be located within a 2.5-mile radius of the dredge elements to minimize the costs 
of transport and the degradation of the dredged material over long distances.   The dredged material 
will likely be pumped by means of a suction cutter -head dredge to all of the BUS areas. 

The design and maintenance requirements for the BUS shall be based on current office practice and 
USACE EM-1110-2-50272.  Supplemental design information is shown below.  

2.1 Selection of Reference Marshes 

The selection of nearby natural marshes for comparison to dredged material intertidal habitats shall 
be developed.  Natural reference marshes should be within 5 miles of the dredged material marsh 
being assessed and should have a size similar to that of the dredged material habitat being assessed.  
If more than one dredged material habitat is being assessed, the same natural marshes should be 
spread across the area encompassed by the dredged material habitat and should have a size similar 
to the largest dredged material habitat being assessed.  Exact locations of natural marshes should be 
selected randomly.  A random number table can be used to identify the latitude and longitude for 
center points within the general area to be included.  Once these center points are established, they 
will have to be adjusted so that the arbitrary boundary around the natural reference marshes 
generally follows the shoreline.  Subjective assessments of the amount of edge-to-area ratio showing 
up in aerial photographs should not be allowed to affect selection of natural reference marshes.   

Selection of the reference marshes shall be discussed and agreed with the federal, state, and local 
officials that will be providing technical review during the creation and completion of the BUS.  
Likely agencies are the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), USACE, National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW), U.S. Coast Guard (USCG), Texas Natural 
Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC), Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, and the State 
of Texas General Land Office. 

2.2 Geomorphology and Site Configuration 

The configuration of sites relative to surrounding natural features shall be considered.  Attempts 
shall be made to blend new habitats with existing intertidal habitats and landforms.  Features at the 
boundaries of projects shall be considered, such that the construction of a site does not cause adverse 
conditions in adjacent areas.   The interactions between existing natural channels, holes, or shoals 
and the project shall be considered.  Flows through an adjacent channel or cut could undermine a 
project structure, and blocking an existing channel cut could have implications for off-site biological 
communities.  The flow of rainwater from a newly constructed site into or onto an adjacent site shall 
not be allowed to result in a change to the adjacent habitat. 
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2.3 Environmental Compliance 

State and federal agencies will be likely providing technical reviews during the creation and 
completion of the BUS.  Agencies that may be involved in the process are EPA, USACE, NMFS, 
USFW, USCG, TNRCC, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, and the State of Texas General Land 
Office. 

2.3.1 Water Quality 

Water quality shall comply with all federal, state, and local laws, rules, and regulations governing 
the discharge of materials into navigable waters, including approval from TNRCC for the discharge 
of any materials and wastes into navigable waters within its jurisdiction. 

2.4 Field Investigations 

2.4.1 Geotechnical 

Laboratory testing as described in EM-1110-2-50272 shall be employed.  Soil borings in the BUS area 
shall be completed prior to BUS construction.  Borings will determine the soil classifications and 
consolidation characteristics. 

2.4.2 Bathymetry 

Bathymetric survey shall be completed before the placement of dredged material.  The bed of the 
BUS may be contoured prior to placement of the dredged material with the intent that the surface of 
the dredged material will roughly reflect the underlying bathymetry.   

2.5 Structure Functionality and Integrity 

2.5.1 Erosive Forces 

Exposure to wind- and boat-induced waves, and ambient- and boat-induced currents shall be 
considered.  Currents are important, particularly around cuts between islands and other 
constrictions, which may have a hydraulic gradient across them. 

The 25-year storm shall be considered for the design of all elements unless otherwise noted. 

A detailed hydrodynamic model shall be performed to determine the erosive forces that could occur 
as a result of the proposed intertidal habitats.  The model shall take into account the construction 
sequencing of the intertidal habitats. 

2.5.2 Dredged Material Placement Techniques 

The natural marshes in a given area may have considerable variation in topography.  Creating the 
topographic structure in the same detail will be difficult with newly placed dredged material.   
Techniques to achieve desired elevations and topography that are feasible and economical will be 
researched.  The recommended method to achieve target elevation ranges and topographic 
characteristics is during the dredged material placement process.  The sites shall then be allowed to 
consolidate and develop vegetation communities.  Following this period, an evaluation of the sites 
shall be made to determine if additional work is necessary to develop the site. 

Prior to the design and construction of each successive BUS site, a review of the “lessons learned” 
from the previous marsh cells should be reviewed to refine design parameters and construction 
techniques. 
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2.6 Surface Elevations 

The final BUS interior grade elevations will be developed from an elevation of a nearby reference 
marsh prior to the final filling of each BUS. 

2.7 Surface Features 

2.7.1 Levees 

Confining levees shall be composed of material that will have side slopes no steeper than 5H to 1V 
and the crown of the levee shall have a minimum crown width of 30 feet.  The levee shall have a 
minimum elevation of +8.0 MLT.  Levees elevations shall be designed for 2 feet of ponding and an 
additional 2 feet for freeboard.   

During the construction of the levees around the perimeter of the intertidal habitat, interior levees 
may be constructed which would control the movement of the dredged material through the site, 
causing material to settle in some areas and not in others.  Broad topographic or elevation changes 
can be controlled in this way.  Other features could be created prior to placement to add topographic 
relief to the site, such as islands or ring levees.  Additionally, once the dredged material has filled 
the site to a specified level upon which small topographic features are built, small surface features, 
such as water filled tubes, hay bales, and earthen berms, might be positioned to direct flows into or 
away from specified areas. 

Interior levees are commonly used in contained placement facilities to enhance settling2.  The levees 
direct the dredged material inflow circuitously through the placement area forcing water to remain 
in the facility longer before reaching the outflow structure.  The volume of sediment that settles in 
the facility is increased.  

Shore Protection 

Shore protection shall be designed for the 25-year storm. 

Factor of Safety 

A minimum factor of safety of 2.0 shall be used in the design of the levees to prevent sliding and 
overtopping. 

2.7.2 Vegetation 

While vegetation communities will evolve over time to reflect prevailing environmental (physical and 
biological) conditions, initial planting of appropriate vegetation assemblages can prevent, or at least 
delay, problems with establishment of nuisance plant species or dominance by one or a small number 
of species.  Planting can contribute to accelerated consolidation of dredged material through 
evapotranspiration, protection from erosion by development of a root mat, rapid development of 
habitat structure to support birds and other wildlife, and potentially improved intertidal habitat 
functioning in terms of biogeochemical cycling and nutrient dynamics.  

The ultimate goal of the BUS is for habitat vegetation to abundantly cover the landscape.  The 
following plants are considered important contributors to a plant community structure:  Batis 
maritima, Borrichia frutescens, Lycium carolinanum, Monoanthochloe littoralis , Salicornica ssp., 
Spartina alterniflora, and Spartina patens. 
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3. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

3.1 Stabilization of Dredge Material 

In a created intertidal habitat, appropriate use of structures, strategic placement of dredge discharge 
pipes, and post-consolidation contouring can lead to the desired landscape-level geomorphology.   

Performance standards that will meet planting criteria shall be based on an edge-to-area ratio equal 
to or greater than median edge-to-area ratios of natural marsh sites.  Another performance standard 
shall be for open-water habitat with connection to tidal flushing to be equal to or greater than 
median areas of open-water habitat with connection to tidal flushing in natural marsh sites.  Both of 
these performance standards require consideration of landscape-level morphology of natural 
marshes in the project area.  Landscape-level geomorphology can be determined from aerial 
photographs and will not include consideration of elevation and slopes.  High-resolution, large-scale 
aerial photographs, such as Digital Orthophoto Quarter Quadrangles (DOQQ), are required to better 
understand landscape-level morph ology of sites.   

3.2 Vegetation  

A ground-truthed GIS evaluation of DOQQs or similar photography shall be performed to determine 
vegetative cover.  The total vegetative cover shall be 80 percent tall form Spartina alterniflora.  No 
more than 20 percent of the total vegetative cover, inclusive of the bare ground, shall be high marsh 
species. 

3.3 Wildlife  

The BUS sites shall establish an intertidal habitat that supports wildlife ranging from local fish to 
local birds. 

Wildlife use will be assessed through observation and recording of species use and diversity over 
time. 
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4. MONITORING PLAN 

Because the intertidal habitat creation will occur over 50 years, a detailed monitoring plan, such as 
the one presented Table 21, is needed to ensure continuity.  Intertidal habitat monitoring schemes 
evolve over time and, although each step in the evolution of a monitoring plan may seem reasonable, 
the overall effect is to render data collected in the early days of a project incomparable to data 
collected in later efforts.  While the methods presented in this report should not be seen as 
sacrosanct, any changes to these methods should be carefully considered.   

4.1 Monitoring Schedule 

Table 21 demonstrates the task description and scheduling for the BUS monitoring plan. 
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Table 21 – Monitoring Schedule 

Performance Standard Monitoring Method 
Annually 

Structural integrity of levees Assess the structural integrity of levees and other 
structures required for stability 

No undesirable plant species Site visits with local resource agency personnel 
Post-Dredge Cycle 

No visible signs of dredge fans outside of BUS On-site inspections of intertidal habitat area during 
MLLW to observe for presence of dredge fans 

5 Years Post-Planting 
Water temperature, dissolved oxygen content, and 

salinity shall be within 10% of reference marsh 
Utility continuous measuring devices for 7 

consecutive days within the intertidal habitat and 
the reference marsh 

Volume of water exchange shall be within at least 
70% of that observed within reference marsh 

Deploy flow meters at 500 feet from main tidal inlet 
in both the intertidal habitat and reference marsh 

Depth of tidal inlets, ponds, and creeks shall be at 
least 80% of average depth of reference marsh 

similar items 

Survey water depths at 100 ft, 1,000 ft, and 1,500 ft 
from main tidal inlet and measure pond and creek  

5 Years Post-Planting, Subsequently Every 5 Years to a Maximum of 20 Years 
Maximum loss of 30% of initially constructed 

habitat 
DOQQs or similar photography to establish 
changes in intertidal habitat as compared to 

reference marshes 
80% of total vegetative cover shall be tall form 

Spartina alterniflora 
DOQQs or similar photography 

No more than 20% of total vegetative cover, 
inclusive of bare ground, shall be high marsh 

species, such as Batis maritima, Borrichia 
frutescens, Monoanthochloe littoralis, Salicornia 

ssp., and Lycium carolinanum 

 
 

DOQQs or similar photography 

At least 40% marsh edge to area ratio by year 5 as 
compared with reference marsh.  With an 

additional 20% each subsequent 5 year cycle 

 
DOQQs or similar photography 

Open water habitat with connection to tidal 
flushing is at least 40% of that compared with 
reference marsh.  With an additional 20% each 

subsequent 5 year cycle 

 
DOQQs or similar photography 

At least 40% of the isolated pond area as compared 
with reference marsh.  With an additional 20% each 

subsequent 5 year cycle 

 
DOQQs or similar photography 

Mean overall density of transient and resident fish 
are not significantly different than reference marsh 

 
Fisheries censusing via trapping 

Mean overall density and diversity of birds shall be 
at least 60^ of that of reference marsh 

Traverse main tidal creek a distance of 2000 ft 
along both the intertidal habitat and reference 
marsh and identify birds observed foraging and 

roosting 
Special 

Elevations within the intertidal habitat shall be at 
least 90% of the projected elevations with the 
appropriate bulking and consolidation factors 

applied 

Sample in-situ dredged material when intertidal 
habitat is at approximately 50% capacity and 

laboratory test material for predicted bulking and 
consolidation factors 
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5. REMEDIAL ACTIONS 

If the BUS do not meet the criteria established in this DMMP then remedial action shall be required 
in order to establish a successful intertidal habitat. 
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Appendix A – USACE Historical Dredging Volumes 















Dredge Material Management Plan  BERGER/ABAM, A01048 
Shoal Point Container Terminal  June 2002 

Appendix B – Geotechnical Information 
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Appendix C – Side-Scan Sonar Oyster Habit Location Map 
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Appendix D – Oyster Ground-Truthing Results 
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Appendix D – Oyster Ground-Truthing Results 

Station Date Time 
Substrate 

Composition 
% 

Live 
% 

Dead 
Juvenile 
(<50mm) 

Sub-
Adult  
(50-

75mm) 

Market 
Size  

(Adult 
>76mm) 

Total 
Live 

Oysters 
# 

Live 
# 

Dead 

1 4/19/2001 1221 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 3 

2 4/19/2001 1227 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 3 

3 4/19/2001 1249 Shell/Oyster -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

4 4/19/2001 1255 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 4 

5 4/19/2001 1236 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 4 

6 4/19/2001 1303 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

7 4/19/2001 1310 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

8 4/19/2001 1322 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 6 

9 4/19/2001 1319 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 2 

10 4/18/2001 1605 
*Mud/Shell 

(75/25) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

11 4/18/2001 1613 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

12 4/18/2001 1559 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

13 4/18/2001 1555 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

14 4/18/2001 1552 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

15 4/18/2001 1300 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

16 4/18/2001 1315 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

17 4/18/2001 1320 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

18 4/18/2001 1324 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

19 4/18/2001 1333 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 3 

20 4/18/2001 1342 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Station Date Time 
Substrate 

Composition 
% 

Live 
% 

Dead 
Juvenile 
(<50mm) 

Sub-
Adult  
(50-

75mm) 

Market 
Size  

(Adult 
>76mm) 

Total 
Live 

Oysters 
# 

Live 
# 

Dead 

21 4/18/2001 1348 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

22 4/18/2001 1516 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

23 4/18/2001 1356 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

24 4/18/2001 1505 Shell/Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

25 4/18/2001 1543 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

26 4/18/2001 1535 
*Mud/Shell 

(50/50) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

27 4/18/2001 1526 
*Mud/Shell 

(50/50) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

28 4/18/2001 1501 Small Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

29 4/18/2001 1448 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 2 

30 4/23/2001 1253 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 1 

31 4/23/2001 1303 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 6 

32 4/23/2001 1309 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 8 

33 4/23/2001 1258 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

34 4/23/2001 1342 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

35 4/23/2001 1350 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 1 

36 4/23/2001 1359 Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 33 

37 4/23/2001 1413 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 6 

38 4/19/2001 1047 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 1 

39 4/19/2001 1039 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

40 4/19/2001 1027 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 1 
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Station Date Time 
Substrate 

Composition 
% 

Live 
% 

Dead 
Juvenile 
(<50mm) 

Sub-
Adult  
(50-

75mm) 

Market 
Size  

(Adult 
>76mm) 

Total 
Live 

Oysters 
# 

Live 
# 

Dead 

41 4/19/2001 0935 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 1 

42 4/23/2001 1317 Oyster 20% 80% 9 4 4 17 17 66 

42a* 4/23/2001 1333 Shell 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 6 

43 4/19/2001 1003 Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 19 

44 4/19/2001 0951 
*Sand/Shell 

(50/50) 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 6 

45 4/18/2001 1439 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

46 4/23/2001 1448 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

47 4/23/2001 1444 

Oyster; 
*Mud/Shell/Rocks 

(40/30/30) 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 5 

48 4/23/2001 1435 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

49 4/23/2001 1430 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

50 4/23/2001 1421 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

51 4/19/2001 1136 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

52 4/19/2001 1133 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

53 4/19/2001 1129 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

54 4/19/2001 1125 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

55 4/19/2001 1115 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

56 4/19/2001 1120 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

57 4/19/2001 1104 
*Mud/Shell 

(60/40) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

58 4/19/2001 1059 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Station Date Time 
Substrate 

Composition 
% 

Live 
% 

Dead 
Juvenile 
(<50mm) 

Sub-
Adult  
(50-

75mm) 

Market 
Size  

(Adult 
>76mm) 

Total 
Live 

Oysters 
# 

Live 
# 

Dead 

59 4/19/2001 1642 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

60 4/19/2001 1648 Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 13 

61 4/19/2001 1700 Concretions -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

62 4/19/2001 1708 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

63 4/24/2001 1202 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

64 4/24/2001 1204 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

65 4/24/2001 1209 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

66 4/24/2001 1243 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

67 4/24/2001 1250 

Oyster; 
*Mud/Shell 

(60/40) 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 1 

68 4/24/2001 1245 

Oyster; 
*Mud/Shell 

(50/50) 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 1 

69 4/19/2001 1516 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

70 4/19/2001 1519 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

73 4/19/2001 1447 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

74 4/19/2001 1450 *Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

75 4/19/2001 1459 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

76 4/19/2001 1431 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

77 4/19/2001 1437 Shell/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 2 

78 4/20/2001 0948 Mud/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 3 

79 4/20/2001 0941 Shell/Mud/Oyster 0 100% -- -- -- 0 0 2 
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Station Date Time 
Substrate 

Composition 
% 

Live 
% 

Dead 
Juvenile 
(<50mm) 

Sub-
Adult  
(50-

75mm) 

Market 
Size  

(Adult 
>76mm) 

Total 
Live 

Oysters 
# 

Live 
# 

Dead 

80 4/20/2001 0956 Oyster 0 100%    0 0 54 

81 4/20/2001 1011 *Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

82 4/20/2001 1035 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

83 4/20/2001 1028 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

84 4/20/2001 0932 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

85 4/24/2001 1101 
*Mud/Shell 

(50/50) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

86 4/24/2001 1119 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

87 4/24/2001 1123 Mud/Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

88 4/24/2001 1129 Shell  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

89 4/24/2001 1325 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

90 4/24/2001 1335 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

91 4/24/2001 1330 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

92 5/4/2001 0900 Shell 0 100% -- -- -- -- -- 16 

93 5/4/2001 0910 Shell 0 100% -- -- -- -- -- 1 

94 5/4/2001 0920 Mud/Shell 0 100% -- -- -- -- -- 2 

95 8/13/01 1620 Clay -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

96 8/13/02 1550 Clay -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

97 8/13/03 1540 Clay -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

98 8/13/04 1524 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

99 8/13/05 1500 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

100 8/13/06 1453 Clay -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Station Date Time 
Substrate 

Composition 
% 

Live 
% 

Dead 
Juvenile 
(<50mm) 

Sub-
Adult  
(50-

75mm) 

Market 
Size  

(Adult 
>76mm) 

Total 
Live 

Oysters 
# 

Live 
# 

Dead 

101 8/13/07 1436 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

102 8/13/08 1422 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

103 8/13/09 1409 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

104 8/13/10 1343 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

105 8/13/11 1328 Sand/Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

106 8/13/12 1317 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

107 8/13/13 1256 Shell -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

108 8/13/14 1234 Clay -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

109 8/13/15 1151 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C1 4/24/2001 1530 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C2 4/24/2001 1522 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C3 4/24/2001 1546 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C4 4/24/2001 1613 
*Mud/Shell 

(90/10) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C5 4/24/2001 1605 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C6 4/24/2001 1558 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C7 4/24/2001 1509 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C8 4/24/2001 1502 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C9 4/24/2001 1226 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C10 4/24/2001 1219 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C11 4/24/2001 1232 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C12 4/24/2001 1237 Mud -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Station Date Time 
Substrate 

Composition 
% 

Live 
% 

Dead 
Juvenile 
(<50mm) 

Sub-
Adult  
(50-

75mm) 

Market 
Size  

(Adult 
>76mm) 

Total 
Live 

Oysters 
# 

Live 
# 

Dead 

C13 4/19/2001 1527 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C14 4/19/2001 1536 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C17 4/20/2001 0936 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

C18 4/20/2001 1020 Sand -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

 
 



 

Dredge Material Management Plan  BERGER/ABAM, A01048 
Shoal Point Container Terminal  June 2002 

Appendix E – Magnetic Anomalies Location Map 
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TEXAS CITY CHANNEL AND SURROUNDING AREAS
MAGNETIC ANOMALIES LOCATION MAP 1 1
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Appendix F – Dredged Material Placement Schedule 
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Appendix G – Phased Element Drawings 
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TEXAS CITY CHANNEL AND SURROUNDING AREAS
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CONSTRUCTION SEQUENCING
PHASE II
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CONSTRUCTION SEQUENCING
PHASE III

JAW

4 4

16 AUG 2001



APPENDIX C

SUPPORTING INFORMATION FOR TRAFFIC ANALYSIS,
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL



APPENDIX C-I

24-HOUR TRAFFIC COUNT DATA



24-HOUR SOUTH BOUND TRAFFIC VOLUME COUNT
IH-45 FRONTAGE ROAD

TEXAS CITY, TEXAS
24-flour Traffic VolumeCouni on March 2 ~, 2001

Time Start Class I Class 2 Class 3 Class4 Class5 Class6 Class8 Class14 Total Count
PerHour

12AM
1AM
2AM
3AM
4AM
5AM
6AM
7AM
8AM
9AM
10 AM
11 AM

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
1
0

11
6
2
5
3
13
56
129

.110:
52
39
45

3
2
3
2
1
6

28
49
51:
41
34
22

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0

0
1
0

0
0
0

2
6
3
3
1
4

0 1 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 2 0
0 1 0
0. 1 0
1 0 0
3 6 : 5
2: 4~ 1
4 3 1
3 : 7 3
2 5 2

15
9
5
9
5

20
87
198
174
104
88
80

12PM
1PM
2PM
3PM
4PM
5 PM
6PM
7 PM

1 51 31 2
0:53.27.0
1 63 21 0
1 6126: 1
0 : s~ 42 1

1 66 32 0
1 88 30 0
0 69 27 0

4
5
3
3
2

2
4
2

6 6 0
1 3 0
2 9 2
3:4:0
1 1 1
0 5 0
1 4 1
0 1 0

101
89

101
99

107
106
129
99

8 PM
9PM
10PM
11PM

0
0
1
0

53 19 0
38 14 0

:26 15 0
2740

2
3
2
I

0 4 0
0 2. 1
0 3.0
0~00

78
58
47
32

Total 9 1125 530 5 53 29 72 17 1840
Percent 0.49% 61.14% 28.80% 0.27% 2.88% 1.58% 3.91% 0.92% 100%

24-Hour Traffic Volume is 1840 Vehicles
PeakHour Consistsof 198 VehiclesBeginning at 7:00 A.M.

South Bound Traffic Volume Contains 10 % Trucks

Class Volume Per Time

80

60 —+— Class 1
Class 2

Class 3

Class 4
—~—- Class 5
—~~— Class 6
~-±--~ Class 8

—Class 14

140 .... . .

120 H — —-.—.--- --.~---~

100

0

~\ ~ ~\

Ti me

PBS&J August 31. 2001



24-HOUR NORTH BOUND TRAFFIC VOLUME COUNT

LOOP 197

TEXAS CITY, TEXAS
24—flour Ira f/ic VolumeCounton January9. 2001

Time Start Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 Class 5 Class 6 Class 8 Class 14 Total Count
Per_Hour

12AM
1AM
2AM
3AM
4AM
5AM
6AM
7AM
8AM
9AM
10AM
11AM

0 38 6 0
0 21 0 0
0 17 2:0
0 11 6 0
0 9 5 0
0 13 6 0
1 97 : 86 1
0 205 149 0
0 170 66 1
0 92 41 3
0 57 34 1
1 47 33 2

1
0
1
0
1
8
15
41
28
11
4
10

0 2 1
0 3 0
0 3 0
0 3 2
0:5:0
0 6 0
1 16 1
3 26 0
2 18 2
1 15 0
2 14 1
1 19 1

48
24
23
22
20

33
218
424
287
163
113
114

12PM
1 PM
2 PM
3PM
4PM
5PM
6PM
7 PM
8PM
9PM
10PM
11PM

0 70 46 1
I 90 52 2
0 82 42 1
0 96 63 0
0 132 : 56 2
0 196 78 0
0 285 125 1
0 148 54 1
1 84 29 0
0 43 22 0
0 55 21 0
0 31 9 . 0

9
17
12

8
9

15
17

16
0
0
1
2

1 17 0
2 : 13 : 0
1 9 5
1 17 0
1 17 0
1 12 1
3 17 2
1 12 0
0 4 1
0 2 0
0 2 0
0 : 0

144
177
152
185
217
303
450
232
119
67
79
45

Total 4 2089 1031 16 226 21 255 17 3659
Percent 0.11% 57.09% 28.18% 0.44% 6.18% 0.57% 6.97% 0.46% 100%

24-Hour North Bound Traffic Volume is 3659Vehicles
Peak Hour Consistsof 450VehiclesBeginningat 6:00P.M.

North Bound Traffic Volume Contains 15% Trucks
AverageDaily Traffic is 7115Vehicles

Class Volume Per Time



24-HOUR SOUTH BOUND TRAFFIC VOLUME COUNT
LOOP 197

TEXAS CITY, TEXAS
24-hourira/Tic Volume Count on January9. 2001

.Time Start Class I Class2 Class3 CI iss 4 Class~ Cl iss 6 Cl Iss 8 Cl iss 14 Total Count
Per_Hour

12AM 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
1AM 0

0 0
0 0 0:0:0 0

2AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
3AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6AM 7 28 0 0 0 0 0 1 36
7 AM 20 200 47 0 5 0 15 0 287
8AM 5 350 114 5 12 10 38 0 534
9AM 0 144 35 0 7 2 17 1 206
lOAM 0 85 39 1 12 3 25 0 165
11AM 1 87 38 1 9 2 19 0 157
12PM 0 83 39 2 13 1 10 0 148
1 PM 0 96 48 1 9 2 12 0 168
2PM 0 99 43 0 16 0 14 1 173
3PM 2 92 49 3 19 3 15 0 183
4PM 0 156 84 0 23 1 24 1 289
5 PM 0 158 85 0 20 4 18 0 285
6PM 5 190 97 3 18 0 13 0 326
7 PM 23 128 93 0 17 0 9 1 271
8 PM 30 64 30 0 6 0 3 0 133
9PM 23 19 4 0 2 0 1 1 50
10PM 15 23 1 1 0 0 1 0 41

11PM 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Total 134 2002 846 17 188 28 234 7 3456
Percent 3.88% 57.93% 24.48% 0.49% 5.44% 0.81% 6.77% 0.20% 100%

24-Hour South Bound Traffic Volume is 3456Vehicles
Peak Hour Consistsof 534VehiclesBeginningat 8:00A.M.

South Bound Traffic Volume Contains 14% Trucks
AverageDaily Traffic is 7115Vehicles

Class Volume Per Time
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SH 146NORTH OF FM 518

24-flour Tra/jic VolumeCounton August17, 2000

Time
Start

SB SH 146 North of FM 518 NB SH 146North of FM 518
0:00 0:15 0:30 0:45 Total 0:00 0:15 0:30 0:45 Total

12AM 161 0 0 0 161 102 0 0 0 102
I AM 94 0 0 0 94 53 0 0 0 53

2 AM 79 0 0 0 79 85 0 0 0 85
3 AM 54 0 0 0 54 78 0 0 0 78
4AM 107 0 0 0 107 219 0 0 0 219
5 AM 357 0 0 0 357 542 0 0 0 542
6AM 680 0 0 0 680 1,307 0 : 0 0 1,307
7AM 793 0 0 0 793 1,713 0 0 : 0 1,713
8AM 738~ 0 0 0 738 1,001 :0 0 0 1,001
9AM 729 0 0 0 729 823 0 0 0 823
lOAM 787~ 0 0 0 787 851 0: 0: 0 85]
11AM 823 0 0 0 823 1,076 0 0 0 1,076
12PM 820 0 0 0 820 1,156 : 0 : 0 : 0 1,156
1PM 790 0 0 0 790 1,022: 0 0 0 1,022
2PM 828 0:0:0 828 945 0 0 0 945
3PM 1,053 0 0 0 1,053 1,106 0 0 0 1,106
4PM 1,321 0 0 0 1,321 1,340 : 0 0 0 1,340
5PM 1,666 0 0 0 1,666 1,353 0 0 : 0 1,353
6PM 1,324 0 0 0 1,324 1,159 0 0 0 1,159
7 PM 812 0 0 0 812 665 0 0 0 665
8 PM 640 0 0 0 640 524 0 0 0 524
9PM 544 0 0 : 0 544 396 0 0 0 396
10 PM 452 0 0 0 452 290 0 0 0 290
11PM 288 0 0 0 288 166 0 0 0 166
Total 24-flour Volumeof 15,940Vehicles 24-HourVolumeof17,972Velucles
Peak Peakflour consistsof1,666vehicles PeakI-four consistsof], 713 vehicles
Hour beginningat 5:00I’M beginningat 7:00AM

24-Hour Bi-Directional Traffic Volume = 33,912Vehicles

iS00

1600

1,400

2
~

~
>

1,200

1,000

-t:~ 800

600

400

200

0

12AM 2AM 4 AM 6AM 8 AM 10AM 12 PM 2PM 4 I’M 6 PM 8 PM 10 PM

‘i’ii lie Start

PBS&J August31, 2001



SH 146 SOUTH OF NASA ROAD 1

24-flour ira//ic Volume Count on August17, 2000

Time
Start

SB SH 146 South of NASARD 1 NB SH 146 South of NASARD I
0:00 0:15 0:30 0:45 Total 0:00 0:15 0:30 0:45 Total

12AM 155 0 0 0 155 186 0 0 0 186
lAM 1I3~ 0 :0 0 113 100 0 0 0 100
2AM 68 0 0 : 0 68 108 0 0 0 108
3 AM 56 0 0 0 56 63 : 0 : 0 : 0 63
4AM 121 0 0 0 12] 222 0 0 0 222
5AM 410 0 0 0 410 534 0 0 0 534
6AM 731 0 0 0 73] 1.497 0 0 0 1,497
7AM 1,083 0 0 0 1,083 2,115 0 0 0 2,115
8AM 1,017 0 0 0 1,017 1,292 0 0 0 1,292
9 AM 925 0 0 0 925 928 0 0 0 928
lOAM 1,030 0 0 0 1,030 915 0 0 0 915
11AM 1,216 0 0 0 1,216 1,050 0 0 0 1,050
12PM 1,113 0 0 0 1,113 1,061 0 0 0 1,06]

1 PM 1,097 0 0 0 1,097 1,242 0 0 0 1,242
2PM 1,077 0 0 0 1,077 1,117 0 0 0 1,117
3PM 1,327 0 0 0 1,327 1,234 0 0 0 1,234
4PM 1,881 0 0 0 1,88] 1.353 0 0 0 1,353
5 PM 2,566 0 0 0 2,566 1.577 0 0 0 1,577
6 PM 2,099 0 0 0 2,099 1,293 0 0 0 1,293
7PM 1,542 0 0 0 1,542 933 0 0 0 933
8PM 1,017 0 0 0 1,017 1,007 0 0 0 1,007
9PM 588 0 0 0 588 1,017 0 0 0 1,017
10PM 370 0 0 0 370 913 0 0 0 913
11PM 279 0 0 0 279 407 0 0 0 407
Total 24-flour Volume of2],88] Vehicles 24-flour Volume of22,164Vehicles
Peak I’eak flour consistsof2,566vehicles Peakflour consistsof2,115vehicles
Hour beginningat 5.00I’M beginningat 7:00 AM

24-Hour Bi-Directional Traffic Volume = 44,045Vehicles
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2,000

0

:~:, 1,500

0
0

I,00()

500

0
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APPENDIX C-2

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS



SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
(T. M. C TAKEN AT THE IH-45 AT PORT DR. (EAST SIDE) INTERSECTION)

184 146 14 412

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBR WBTH WBL FEDS NBR NBTH NBL FEDS EBR EBTH EBL

7:00A.M. 0 0 0 0 0 15 22 0 0 4 0 29 0 0 31 32
7:15A.M. 0 0 0 0 0 24 16 1 0 5 1 16 0 0 38 28
7:30A.M. 0 0 0 0 0 21 14 0 0 10 0 32 0 0 49 32
7:45A.M. 0 0 0 0 0 21 11 0 0 2 0 26 0 0 53 24

TOTALS 0 0

~
0 0 0 81 63 1 0 21 1 103 0 0 171 116

0 145 125 287

TIME 1
FEDS

2
SBR

3
SBTH

4
SBL

5
FEDS

6
WBR

7
WBTH

8
WBL

9
FEDS

10
NBA

11
NBTH

12
NBL

13
FEDS

14
EBR

15
EBTH

16
EBL

500AM 0 0 0 0 0 65 29 0 0 2 1 8 0 0 37 58
5:15A.M. 0 0 0 0 0 81 43 1 0 3 0 4 0 0 64 70
5:30A.M. 0 0 0 0 0 10047 0 0 3 0 7 0 0 55 85
5:45A.M. 0 0 0 0 0 40 15 0 0 4 1 7 0 0 61 26

TOTALS 0 0 0 0 0 286 134 1 0 12 2 26 0 0 217 239
0 421 40 456

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
(T.M.C TAKENAT THE IH-45ATPORTDR. (WEST SIDE) INTERSECTION)

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBR WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBR EBTH EBL

7:00A.M. 0 11 0 23 0 0 36 12 0 3 0 1 0 10 36 0
7:15A.M. 0 9 1 20 0 0 - 26 7 0 0 0 1 0 3 46 0 -

7:30A.M. 0 10 0 24 0 0 34 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 58 1
7:45A.M. 0 12 0 26 0 1 28 7 0 0 0 0 0 12 53 0

TOTALS 0 42 1 93 0 1 124 37 0 3 0 2 0 36 193 1

136 162 5 230

TIME

5:00A.M.
5:15A.M.
5:30A.M.
5:45A.M.

1
FEDS

0
0
0
0

2
SBR
34
3
1

10

3
SBTH

3
0
1
1

4
SBL
26
40
30
35

5
FEDS

0
0
0
0

6
WBR

0
0

- 0
0

7
WBTH

21
35
34
17

8
WBL
10
8

- 16
5

9
FEDS

0
0
0
0

10
NBA

4
0
1
3

11
NBTH

0
0
0
0

12
NBL

3
3
0
0

13
FEDS

0
0
0
0

14
EBA
35
32
26
11

15
EBTH

62
93
107
46

16
EBL

0
0
0
0

TOTALS 0 48 5 131 0 0 107 39 0 8 0 6 0 104 308 0

TM000UNTGALVESTON.xls 8:53AM 8/31/01



SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
(T.M.C TAKEN AT THE IH-45 AT SH 275 (HARBORSIDE) INTERSECTION)

(EAST ITERSECTION)
TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 101112 13 14 15 16

FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBR WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH EBL
7:OOA.rlj 0 0 0 0 0 87 9 0 0 5 2 14 0 0 258 2
7:15A.F~ 0 0 0 0 0 103 14 0 0 7 0 14 0 0 353 3
7:30A.I’v 0 0 0 0 0 64 12 0 0 5 0 20 0 0 416 11
7:45 A.Nm 0 0 0 0 0 85 16 0 0 19 4 26 0 0 395 10

TOTALS 0 0 0 0 0 339 51 0 0 36 6 74 0 0 1422 26
0 390 116 1448

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
EBLFEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBAWBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH

5:00 AIIm 0 0 0 0 0 436 23 0 0 7 4 45 0 0 67 18
5:15 A.IIm 0 0 0 0 0 398 27 0 0 6 5 48 0 0 85 21
5:30 AIIm 0 0 0 0 0 449 22 0 0 9 0 40 0 0 83 10
5:45 A.FIm 0 0 0 0 0 258 14 0 0 5 0 31 0 0 72 5

TOTALS 0 0 0 0 0 1541 86 0 0 27 9 164 0 0 307 54
0 1627 200 361

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
(T.M.C TAKEN AT THE IH-45 AT SH 275 (HARBORSIDE) INTERSECTION)

(WEST ITERSECTION)
TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 141516

EBLFEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBR WBTH WBL FEDS NBR NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH
7:00 Al’, 0 0 4 254 0 0 6 18 0 0 0 0 0 14 5 0
7:15 A.F\~ 0 0 20 339 0 0 7 21 0 0 0 0 0 14 4 0
7:30 A.I\~ 0 1 1 373 0 0 7 22 0 0 0 0 0 23 57 0
7:45 A.FIm 0 0 1 363 0 1 17 23 0 0 0 0 0 11 60 0

TOTAU 0 1 26 1329 0 1 37 84 0 0 0 0 0 62 126 0
1356 122 0 188

TIME 1 2
-

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
- -

11 12 13 14 15 16
FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBA WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH EBL

5:00A.I\~ 0 1 6 66 0 0 11 57 0 0 0 0 0 18 15 0
5:15 A.I’~ 0 0 6 85 0 0 25 51 0 0 0 0 0 16 19 0
5:3OAA 0 1 3 81 0 0 10 51 0 0 0 0 0 18 12 0
5:45 A.I’t 0 0 4 68 0 0 18 29 0 0 0 0 0 7 9 0

TOTAU 0 2 19 300 0 0 64 188 0 0 0 0 0 59 55 0
321 252 0 114

TM000UNT_GALVESTON.xls 8:53AM 8/31/01



SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
(T.M.C TAKENAT THE BROADWAYAT51 ST STREET INTERSECTION)

272 1361 253 375

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBA WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBR EBTH EBL

7:OOA.M 0 28 14 10 0 11 136 3 0 - 11 8 10 0 8 394 81
7:1SA.M 0 20 17 12 0 10 186 2 0 13 25 5 0 3 547 107
7:30A.M 0 44 - 24 - 9 0 15 226 11 0 9 40 9 0 7 733 75
7:45A.M 0 30 37 9 0 35 258 9 0 24 53 14 0 4 724 82

TOTALS 0 122 92 40 0 71 806 25 0 57 126 38 0 22 2398 345
254 902 221 2765

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
FEDS SBA SBTH SBL FEDS WBAWBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH EBL

5:OOA.M 0 108 40 43 0 17 636 8 0 8 26 21 0 9 315 18
5:15A.M 0 83 32 22 0 11 571 68 0 5 29 12 0 8 311 26
5:30A.M 0 84 21 42 0 17 662 3 0 6 24 19 0 5 278 32
5:45A.M 0 67 30 22 0 13 450 6 0 6 14 0 0 4 302 37

TOTALS 0 342 123 129 0 58 2319 85 0 25 93 52 0 26 1206 113
594 2462 170 1345

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
(T. M. C TAKEN AT THE SH 275 (HARBORSIDE) AT 51 ST STREET INTERSECTION)

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
FEDS SBA SBTH SBL FEDS WBA WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH EBL

7:OOA.M 0 2 10 5 0 6 60 20 0 58 21 5 0 8 201 5
7:15A.M 0 1 12 5 0 7 76 28 0 117 25 6 0 3 259 6
7:30A.M 0 1 10 1 0 10 70 24 0 - 115 27 6 0 7 318 7
7:45A.M 0 7 15 8 0 20 87 18 0 92 54 17 0 5 398 5

TOTALS 0 11 47 19 0 43 293 90 0 382 127 34 0 23 1176 23
77 426 543 1222 —

TIME 1 -- 2 3 4 5 6 7 - 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 - 15 16
FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBAWBTHWBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBR EBTH EBL

5:OOA.M 0 9 63 19 0 3 338 85 0 27 30 6 0 20 70 7
5:15A.M 0 1 48 11 0 10 326 69 0 37 33 8 0 7 74 6
5:30A.M 0 8 42 14 0 12 231 52 0 21 25 5 0 34 62 11
5:45A.M 0 2 41 14 0 2 191 42 0 26 31 4 0 7 72 5

TOTALS 0 20 194 58 0 27 1086 248 0 111 119 23 0 68 278 29

TMCCOUNT GALVESTON xIs 8:53AM 8/31/01



SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
(T.M.C TAKEN AT THESH 146 AT FM 1405 INTERSECTION)

1529 78 576 22

350 710

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

1003 0

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBR WBTH WBL FEDS NBR NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH EBL

7:00 A.II~ 0 2 372 27 0 14 0 1 0 2 131 0 0 5 0 2
7:15 A.I\1 0 2 406 27 0 22 0 1 0 0 137 1 0 2 0 0
7:30 Al’1 0 0 395 27 0 15 0 0 0 1 166 2 0 7 0 0
7:45 A.I\1 0 0 244 27 0 23 0 2 0 3 132 1 0 6 0 0

TOTAU 0 4 1417 108 0 74 0 4 0 6 566 4 0 20 0 2

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBA WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBR EBTH EBL

5:00 A.I’~ 0 0 261 17 0 68 0 4 0 2 347 5 0 2 0 0
5:15 A.I’~ 0 2 249 19 0 57 0 4 0 6 436 2 0 2 0 1
5:30A.l’1 0 2 230 19 0 51 0 5 0 7 413 11 0 2 0 1
5:45A.I’~ 0 2 232 23 0 45 0 11 0 15 388 4 0 5 0 2

TOTAU 0 6 972 78 0 221 0 24 0 30 1584 22 0 11 0 4
1056 245 1636 — 15

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
(T.M.C TAKEN AT THE BUSINESS SH 146 AT SPUR 55 INTERSECTION)

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1415
EBR EBTH

16
FEDS SBA SBTH SBL FEDS WBR WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBL

7:00 A.l’~ 0 0 96 16 0 45 0 53 0 55 43 0 0 0 0 0
7:15A.I’~ 0 0 114 27 0 55 0 66 0 42 55 0 0 00 0
7:30A.I\ 0 0 99 28 0 82 0 61 0 43 56 0 0 0 0 0
7:45A.F\ 0 0 95 27 0 83 0 74 0 44 65 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAU 0 0 404 98 0 265 0 254 0 184 219 0 0 0 0 0
502 519 403 —

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1415
EBA EBTH

16
FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBR WBTH WBL FEDS NBR NBTH NBL FEDS EBL

5:OOA.I\ 0 0 59 19 0 85 0 84 0 74 153 0 0 0 0 0
5:15A.F\ 0 0 56 21 0 71 0 92 0 78 192 0 0 0 0 0
5:30A.I\ 0 0 90 27 0 69 0 123 0 93 162 0 0 0 0 0
5:45A.l\ 0 0 52 26 0 56 0 130 0 80 171 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAU 0 0 257 93 0 281 0 429 0 325 678 0 0 0 0 0

TMCCOUNTGALVESTON.xls 8:53AM 8/31/01



SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
(T.M.C TAKENAT THE SH225ATMILLERS CUT OFF INTERSECTION)

(NORTH INTERSECTION)
TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBA WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBR EBTH EBL
7:00A.~- 0 5 6 0 0 43 2 2 - 0 0 69 37 0 0 0 0
7:15A.~ 0 5 8 0 0 50 0 4 0 0 58 34 0 0 0 0
7:30A,l\ 0 4 8 0 0 30 0 6 0 0 51 21 0 0 0 0
7:45A.~ 0 16 10 0 0 27 1 10 0 0 35 20 0 0 0 0

TOTAU 0 30 32 0 0 150 3 22 0 0 213 112 0 0 0 0

62 175 325 0

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
FEDS SBA SBTH SBL FEDS WBR WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH EBL

5:00 A.1\ 0 95 134 0 0 12 1 10 0 0 23 5 0 0 0 0
5:15A.~ 0 48 74 0 0 8 0 10 0 0 12 3 0 0 0 0
5:30A.~ 0 62 70 0 0 7 0 9 0 0 8 9 0 0 0 0
5:45A.I\ 0 29 31 0 0 7 1 7 0 0 7 6 0 0 0 0

TOTAU 0 234 309 0 0 34 2 36 0 0 50 ~T 0 0 0
543 72 73 0

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
(T.M.C TAKEN AT THE SH 225 AT MILLERS CUT OFF INTERSECTION)

(SOUTH_INTERSECTION)
TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

FEDS SBA SBTH SBL FEDS WBR WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL PEDS EBA EBTH EBL
7:OOA.Fv 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 110
7:1SA.Iv 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 90
7:30A.rv 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 72
7:45A.rv 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 60

TOTAL$ 0 0 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 332
52 0 0 384

381 0 0 118

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
-

11 12 13 14
-

15 16
FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBR WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH EBL

5:OOA.rIm 0 0 0 154 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 28
5:15A.Pv 0 0 0 94 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 15
5:30A.IIm 0 0 0 88 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 17
5:45A.l’m 0 - 0 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 13

TOTALS 0 0 0 381 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 73

TMCCOUNTGALVESTON.xls 8:53AM 8/31/01



SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
(T.M.C TAKEN AT THE BA TTLEGROUND (FM 134) AT MILLERS CUT OFF INTERSECTION)

0 0 0 0

TIME 1
FEDS

2
SBR

3
SBTH

4
SBL

5 6 7
FEDS WBRWBTH

8
WBL

9
FEDS

10
NBA

11
NBTH

12
NBL

13 14
FEDS EBR

15
EBTH

16
EBL

7:00 A.Ft 0 0 48 4 0 6 0 4 0 15 149 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 A.l’1 0 0 26 3 0 0 0 1 0 6 156 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 A.I’t 0 0 37 6 0 12 0 2 0 18 136 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 A.i~ 0 0 27 6 0 3 0 7 0 9 128 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAU 0 0 138 19 0 21 0 14 0 48 569 0 0 0 0 0
157 — 35 617 0

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
WBR WBTH

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH EBL

5:00 A.l’1 0 0 232 1 0 8 0 139 0 4 57 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 A.It 0 0 146 1 0 6 0 21 0 9 73 0 0 0 0 0
5:30A.I’t 0 0 133 7 0 6 0 61 0 11 47 0 0 0 0 0
5:45A.l’~ 0 0 97 3 0 2 0 16 0 2 39 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAU 0 0 608 12 0 22 0 237 0 26 216 0 0 0 0 0
620 — 259 242 0

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
OPEN

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBR WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBR EBTH EBL

7:00A.P~0 0 0 0
7:1SA.I’.0 0 0 0
7:30A.F~0 0 0 0
7:45A.F~0 0 0 0

TOTAUO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

TIME 1
FEDS

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
SBA SBTH SBL FEDS WBAWBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBR EBTH EBL

5:OOA.I\0 0 0 0
5:1SA.I\0 0 0 0
5:30A.l\0 0 0 0
5:45A.~ 0 0 0 0

TOTAU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TMCCOUNTGALVESTON.xls 8:53AM 8/31/01



SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
(T.M.C TAKEN AT THE FM225ATBATTLEGROUND (FM 134) INTERSECTION)

(NORTH INTERSECTION)
TIME 1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBA WBTH WBL FEDS NBR NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH EBL
7:00 A.l’1 0 49 34 0 0 85 0 36 0 0 227 194 0 0 0 0
7:15 A.l’~ 0 21 57 0 0 71 0 26 0 0 166 195 0 0 0 0
7:30 A.l’1 0 21 38 0 0 55 0 27 0 0 153 165 0 0 0 0
7:45 A.F’~ 0 27 41 0 0 40 0 38 0 0 175 148 0 0 0 0

TOTALS 0 ~9T 170 0 0 251 0 127 0 0 721 702 0 0 0 0

TIME

5:00 F.1\~

288 378 1423 — 0

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBA WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBR EBTH EBL

0 215 213 0 0 18 1 38 0 0 80 79 0 0 0 0
5:15 F.It 0 133 185 0 0 18 3 49 - 0 - 0 -- 76 76 0 0 0 0
5:30 F.1’~ 0 1123 147 0 0 15 0 32 0 0 47 68 0 0 0 0
5:45 F.i’1 0 78 94 0 0 12 1 26 0 0 60 69 0 0 0 0

TOTAU 0 T~Z~639 0 0 63 5 145 0 0 263 292 0 0 0 0
— 2188 213 555 — 0

TURNINGMOVEMENTCOUNT
(T.M.C TAKEN AT THE FM 225 ATBA TTLEGROUND (FM 134) INTERSECTION)

(SOUTH INTERSECTION)
TIME

7:00 A.r’1

1
FEDS

0
SBA

0

3
SBTH

42

4
SBL
10

5
FEDS

0

6
WBR

0

7
WBTH

0

8
WBL

0

9
FEDS

0

10
NBA
22

11
NBTH

175

12
NBL

0

13
FEDS

0

14
EBA
50

15
EBTH

16

16
EBL
133

7:15A.l’~ 0 0 31 13 0 0 0 0 0 53 215 0 0 61 11 99
7:30 A.I\1 0 0 38 15 0 0 0 0 0 52 204 0 0 64 13 111
7:45 A.F~ 0 0 59 8 0 0 0 0 0 38 183 0 0 67 23 82

TOTAU 0 0 170 46 0 0 0 0 0 165 777 0 0 63

TIME

5:OOF.I\

216 0 942 — 730

1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBR WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH EBL

0 0 153 89 0 0 0 0 0 29 92 0 0 106 36 67
0 0 139 100 0 0 0 0 0 45 70 0 0 142 33 805:15 F.l’~

5:30 F.l’, 0 0 127 93 0 0 0 0 0 44 79 0 0 129 19 58
5:45 ~ 0 0 86 94 0 0 0 0 0 27 68 0 0 127 15 53

TOTAU 0 ö 505 0 0 0 0 0 145 309 0 0 103
881 0 454 865

TMCCOUNT GALVESTON xIs 8:53AM 8/31/01



SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
(IH-45 and North SH- 146 “U11 Turn)

(West Aamn)
TIME 1 2

SBA
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

FEDS SBTH SBL FEDS WBRWBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH EBL
7:OOA.M 0 0 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 72 0
7:15A.M 0 0 0 46 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 85 0
7:30A.M 0 0 0 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 91 0
7:45A.M 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 75 0

TOTALS 0 0 0 181 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 323 0
— 181 0 - 0 323

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
FEDS SBA SBTH SBL FEDS WBAWBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH EBL

5:00 F.M.
5:15 F.M.
5:30 F.M.
5:45 F.M.

TOTALS~0 ~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
Date: 5/22/01

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
(IH-45 and North SH-146 “U” Turn)

(East_Ramp)
TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

FEDS SBA SBTH SBL FEDS WBR WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH EBL
7:OOA.M 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 77 46
7:15A.M 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 80 50
7:30A.M 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 72 65
7:45A.M 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 58 43

TOTALS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 287 204
0 0 0 491

TIME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
FEDS SBR SBTH SBL FEDS WBA WBTH WBL FEDS NBA NBTH NBL FEDS EBA EBTH EBL

5:00 F.M.
5:15 F.M.
5:30 F.M.
5:45 F.M.

TOTALS~0 0 0 0 0 ~T 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TMCCOUNT GALVESTON .xls 8:53AM 8/31/01



APPENDIX C-3

PROPOSED CONTAINER TERMINAL
TRUCK/RAIL TRAFFIC MOVEMENTS



Shoal Point Container Terminal
Preliminary Annual Traffic Movements

Aosumptnoos

1. IntermodalSplits;
Truck

Roil

2. Truck/QuayMoveEqoivolent (Highway)

3. Truck/QuayMoveEqaivalent(lotermodal)

4. Bare Chaoois/BobtailEquivalent(%ofTruck/QuayMove Equivalent“I lighway”)

5. Bare Chaoo,sfBobtailEquivolent(% ofTrack/QuayMove Equivalent“Intermodal”)

6. TEU Equivalent:

7. Doyo ofyearlyoperation;

8. Hoaryofoperation/day;
9. Rail carsare55’ bogey-bogey,double stacked.

80%

20%

1.70

2.00
10%

50%

1.00

260
11

Quay
(Container)

Moves

TEU
Approx.

Year

Truck Traffic

Description

Annual

Trucks
(hhighway)

Trucks
(Intermodal) T I~ a

FCLJEmpty BareChassis/ Total FCLIEmpty
BareChassis/

Total FCLIEmpty
BareChassis/

Total

- 315,000 504,000 — 2004 385,560 42,840 —— 428,400 63,000 03,000 448,500 105,840 554,400 PhaseI.Qperotiono-

330,000
345,000

528,000
552,000

— 2005 -

2006
2007

403,920
422,280

44,880
46,920

448,800
469,200

66,000
09,000

66,000
69,000

132,000
138,000

469,920
491,280

110,880
115,920

580,800
607,200

440,640 48,960 489,600 72,000 72,000 144,000 512,640 120,960 633,600360,000
—

576,000
375,000 600,000 2008 459,000 51,000 510,000 75,000 75,000 150,000 534,000 126,000 660,000 Phase II Operational
400,000 640,000 2009

2010
489,600 54,400 544,000 80,000 80,000 160,000 569,600 134,400 704,000
520,200 57,800 578,000 85,000 85,000 170,000 605,200 142,800 748,000425,000

450,000
680,000
720,000 2011 550,800 61,200 612,000 90,000 90,000 180,000 640,800 151,200 792,000

581,400 64,600 646,000 95,000 95,000 190,000 676,400 159,600 836,000475,000
500,000

760,000 2012-— -

-. 800,000 -— 2013 612,000 68,000 080,000 100,000 100,000 200,000 712,000 168,000
--

880,000 -- - -

525,000
550,000
575,000

840,000 2014 642,600 71,400 714,000 105,000 105,000 210,000 747,600 176,400 924,000--

880,000 2015 673,200 74,800 748,000 110,000 110,000 220,000 783,200 184,800 968,000
920,000 - 6~ 703,800 78,200 782,000 115,000 115,000 230,000 0 193,200 1,012,000 hoseIII Operational

600,000
708,000

960,000 2017 734,400 81,600 816,000 120,000 120,000 240,000 854,400 201,600 1,056,000--

1,132,800 2018 866,592 96,288 962,880 141,600 141,600 283,200 1,008,192 237,888 1,246,080

816,000 - 1,305,600 2019 998,784 110,976 1,109,760 163,200 163,200 320,400 1,161,984 274,176 1,436,160
924,000 — 1,478,400 2020 1,130,976 125,664 1,256,640 184,800 184,800 369,600 1,315,776 310,464 1,620,240

1,032,000 - 1,651,200 2021 1,263,168 140,352 1,403,520 206,400 206,400 412,800 1,469,568 346,752 1,816.320 -- - -

1,140,000 1,824,000 2022 1,395,360 155,040 1,550,400 228,000 228,000 456,000 1,623,360 383,040 2,006,400
1,250,000 2,000,000 2023 1,530,000 170,000 1,700,000 250,000 250,000 500,000 1,780,000 420,000 2,200,000 -

1,529,000 2,446,400 Unknown 1,871,496 207,944 2,079,440 305,800 305,800 611,600 2,177,290 513,744 2,691,040 Ultimate Design

TotalTruck / QuayMove;

TotalFCL/MT;
TotalBare/Bobtail:

1.76

81%
19%

HighwayTrackTripo; 77%
lotermodalTruck Trips; 23%

nptrfvrnno~s 12/14/01



Shoal Point Container Terminal
Preliminary Daily Traffic Movements

Aysnmntions

1. lntermodal Splits;
Truck

Rail

2. Truck/QuayMove EquivalentOlighway)

3. Truck/QuayMoveEquivalent(lnlermodal)

4. BareChassis/BobtailEquivalent(%ofTrack/QuayMoveEquivalent“Highway”)
5. BareChassis/BobtailEquivalent(%ofTruck/QuayMoveEquivalent“Intermodal”)

6. TED Eqnivalent;

7. Daysof yearlyoperation;

8. Hoursofoperation/day;
9. Rail carsare55’ bogey-bogey,doublestacked.

Quay
.(Container)

Moves
TEU

Approx.
Year

Truck Traffic

‘

Description
Daily

Trucks
(Highway)

Trucks
(Internsodal) Total

FCL/Empty
Bare Ch:ssis/

Total FCLIEmpOy BareChassisl Total FCLfEmpty Bare Ch:ssisi Total

315,000
330,000

504,000
528,00

2004
2005

1,483
4,554

165
173

1,648
1,726

242 -

254
- 242

254
-— 485

508
l,7~5
1,807

407
426

2,132
2,234

Phase Operational

Phasei~9p~ational -~

- -

.

345,000 552,000 2006 1,624 180 1,805 265 265 531 1,890 446 2,335
360,000 576,000 2007 1,695 188 1,883 277 277 554 1,972 465 2,437

28~00Q~ 6003)00—— 2008 — .~028L~ 196 - 1,962 288 288 577 2,054 485 - 2,038 -~

400,000 640,000 2009 1,883 209 2,092 308 308 615 2,191 517 2,708
425,000 680,000 2010 2,001 222 2,223 327 327 654 2,328 549 2,877
450,000 720,000 2011 2,118 235 2,354 346 346 692 2,465 582 3,046
475,000 760,000 2012 2,236 248 2,485 365 365 731 2,602 614 3,215
500,000 800,000 2013 2,354 262 2,615 385 385 769 2,738 646 3,385
525,000 840,000 2014 2,472 275 2,746 404 404 808 2,875 678 3,554
550,000 880,000 2015 2,589 288 2,877 423 423 846 3,012 711 3,723
575,000 920,000 2016 2207 301 - 3,008 442 442 885 3,149 743 3,892 PhaseIII Ojaerationat
600,000 960,000 - 2017 2,825 314 3,138 462 462 923

--

3,286 775 4,062
708,000 1,132,800 2018 3,333 370 3,703 545 545 1,089 3,878 915 4,793

-- -. —~

816,000 1,305,600 2019 3,841 427 4,268 628 84.~. 1,255 4,469 1,055 5,524
924,000 1,478,400 2020 4,350 483 4,833 711 711 1,422 5,061 1,194 6,255
1,032,000 1,651,200 2021 4,858 540 5,398 794 794 1,588 5,652 1,334 6,986
1,140,000 1,824,000 2022 5,367 596 5,963 877 877 1,754 6,244 1,473 7,717
l,250,000 2,000,000 2023 5,885 654 6,538 962 962 1,923 6,846 1,615 8,462

1,529,000 2,446,400 Unknown 7,198 800 7,998 1,176 1,176 2,352 8,374 1,976 10,350 Ultimate Design

80%

20%

1.70

‘2.00

10%
50%

1.60

260
11

TotalTruck / QuayMove;

Total FCIJMT;
TotalBare/Bobtail;

1.76

81%
19%

HighwayTruck Trips; 77%

L~ IntermodalTruck Trips; 23%

npvlcmooi/s 12/14/01



Shoal Point Container Terminal
Preliminary Hourly Traffic Movements

kssumytions

1, Interinodal Splits;

Track

Rail

2. Truck/Quay Move Equivalent (Highway)

3. Truck/QuayMove Equivalent(Intermodal)

4. Bare Chassis/BobtailEquivalent (% of Track/Quay Move Equivalent “Highway”)

5. BareChasois/BobtailEquivalent(%ofTruck/QuayMove Equivalent“Intermodal”)

6. TED Equivalent;

7. Days of yearly operation;

8. Hoursofoperation/day;

9. Rail cars are 55’ bogey-bogey, double stacked.

Quay
(Container)

Moves
TEU

Approx.

Year

Truck Traffic

Description

Hourly
Trucks

(Highway)
Trucks

(Intermodal)
T Iota

FCIJEmpty
BareChassis)

Total FCL/Empty
BareChassis/ Total FCL/Empty

BareCh:ssis/
Total

315,000 504,000 2004 135 15 150 22 22 44 157 37 194 PhaseI Operational

330,000 528,000 2005 141 16 157 23 23 46 164 39 203

345,000 552,000 2006 148 16 164 24 24 48 172 41 212

360,000 576,000 2007 154 17 171 25 25 50 179 42 222

4~,PPP~ 2008 160 18 178 26 26 52 187 44 231 Pha~Jer4~osot
400,000 640,000 2009 171 19 190 28 28 56 199 47 246
425,000 680,000 -- 2010 182 20 202 30 30 59 212 50 262

450,000 720,000 2011 193 21 214 31 31 63 224 53 277
475,000 760,000 2012 203 23 226 33 33 66 237 56 292
500,000 800,000 2013 214 24 238 35 35 70 249 59 308
525,000 840,000 2014 225 25 250 37 37 73 261 62 323

550,000 880,000 2015 235 26 262 38 38 77 274 65 338

-- 575,000 920,000 2016 246 27 40 40 — 80 286 68 354 PhaseIII QperatLana!
600,000 960,000 2017 257 29 285 42 42 84 299 70 369

708,000 1,132,800 2018 303 34 337 50 50 99 353 83 436
816,000 1,305,600 2019 349 39 388 57 57 114 406 96 502

924,000 1,478,400 2020 395 44 439 65 65 129 460 109 569
1,032,000 1,651,200 2021 442 49 491 72 72 144 514 121 635
1,140,000 1,824,000 2022 488 54 542 80 80 159 568 134 702
1,250,000 2,000,000 2023 535 59 594 87 87 175 622 147 769

1,529,000 2,446,400 Unknown 654 73 727 107 107 214 761 l80 941 Ultimate Design

80%

20%

1.70

2.00
10%

50%

1.60

260
11

TotalTruck / QuayMove; 1.76

Total FCIJMT; 81%
TotalBare/Bobtail; 19%

Highwny Truck Trips: 77%

lnter,nsdalTruck Trips; 23%

Splilcnlnos/u 12/14/01



ShoalPoint Container Terminal
Preliminary Rail Traffic Movements

~ns
1. Intermodal Splits:

Truck

Rail

2. Truck/QuayMsveEquivalent(Highway)

3. Truck/QuayMnve Equivalent(Intermsdal)

4. BareChassis/BobtailEquivalent(% nf TruckiQuayMove Equivalent“Highway”)

5, BareChassis/BobtailEquivalent(% of Truck/QuayMoveEquivalent“Intermodal”)

6. TEU Equivalent:

7. Daysnf yearly operation:

8. Hours of operatinn/day:

9. Rail carsare55’ bngey-bngey,double stacked.

80%

20%

1.70

2.00

10%

50%

1,60

260

11

Quay
(Container)

Moves
TEU Approx.

Year

Rail Car Traffic

Description
Annual Daily

315,000 0 2004 25,000 PhaseIQp~ationai
330,000 528,000 2005 26,400 102

345,000 552,000 2006
2007

27,600 106
360,000 576,000 28,800 111
375,000 600,000 2008 30,000 115 PhaseII Operational

400,000
425,000

640,000
680,000

2009
2010

32,000
34,000

123
131

450,000 720,000 2011 36,000 138
475,000 760,000 2012 38,000 146
500,000

525,000
550,000

800,000

840,000

2013

2014

40,000

42,000
154
162

880,000 2015 44,000 169
57~000 920,000 2016 463)00 177 Phase1110 erational

600,000 960,000 2017 48,000
56,640

65,280

185
218

251

708,000

816,000
924,000

1,132,800

1,305,600
1,478,400

2018

2019
2020 73,920 284

1,032,000 1,651,200 2021 82,560 318
1,140,000 1,824,000 2022 91,200 351
1,250,000 2,000,000 2023 100,000 385

1,529,000 2,446,400 Unknown 122,320 470 Ultimate Design

SPfrfaniss.uls 12/15/ni



APPENDIX C-4

INTERSECTION SCHEMATICS - SHOAL POINT
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APPENDIX C-5

INTERSECTION SCHEMATICS - ALTERNATIVE SITES
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APPENDIX C-6

IH 45/SH 6 INTERCHANGE OVERVIEW
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APPENDIX C-7

2022 MTP - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS, TEXAS CITY AREA



2022 MTP: TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTSIN PORT OF TEXAS CITY AREA
(Sortedby Street,Co)

6064 HAR NASA 1

1.0 MI E OFSH 146 (N)
BURKE RD
CLEAR CREEK

FM 517
FM 519
TEXAS CITY WYE
INTER CHANCE(TCWI)

FM 1764
FM 1959

BAY AREA BLVD

© EL DORADO
FAIRMONT

IH 45

SPENCER HWY
SH 146
FM 2351

BW 8

SH 3
FM 646

SH 146

SH 146 (N)
BW 8

FM 517
FM 1764
TEXAS CITY WYE

FM 519
BAY AREA BLVD

CLEAR CREEK

SPENCER

FM 528

CONST4 LN RD W/ CLT
WIDEN TO 4 LN DIV
WIDEN TO 4 LN DIV
WIDEN TO B LNS & RECONSTAS HWY

CONSTRUCTGSEP
WIDEN TO 4 LN UNDIV W/ CLT

WIDEN TO 4 LN DIV

WIDEN TO 4 LN DIV

WIDEN TO 4 LN DIV C&G
WIDEN TO 4 LN DIV C&G
CONST4 LN DIV

WIDEN TO 4 LN DIV
WID TO 4 LN DIV CONCRT RD W/C&G & CLT
WIDEN TO 8 MLNS WITH TWO 3 LN FRTGRDS

WIDEN TO B MLNS WITH TWO2 LN FRTGRDS
WIDEN TO 8 MLNS WITH TWO 2 LN FRTGRDS
RECONSTRUCTIH 451SH 146I5H3ISH 6

INTERCHANGE
WIDEN TO 8 MLNS WITH TWO 2 LN FRTGRDS
WIDEN TO 10 MLNS WITH 2 HOV LNS & TWO3
LN FRTGRDS

WIDEN TO 10 MLNS WITH 2 HOV LNS & TWO3
LN FRTGRDS

CONSTRUCTEBOUND BRIDGE

CONSTRUCT4 LN CONCRETEBLVD W/ C&G,
STORM SEWER

CONST4 LN UNDIV

WIDEN TO 4 LN
CONST4 LN DIV EXTENSION CONNECTING
ELLINGTON FLD INTERIOR WI 8W 8

CONSTRUCT4 TO 6 LN DIV ON NEW LOCATION

WIDEN & UPGRADE TO 6 LN DIV

CONSTRR0/P & WIDEN TO 6 LN
WIDEN TO 6 MIL
UPGRADE EXISTING RDWY TO 6 LN DIV
WID & UPGRADE TO 6 LN DIV

RECONSTRUCT& WIDEN TO 4 MLNS DIV WITH
RAISEDMEDIAN

CONSTGSEP

1/1/08 L S6,320,000
5/1/01 L $8,200,000

L $9,231,632
L $56,443,601
T $5,000,000

1/1/08 5 $3,000,000
S $5,320,000

8/1/02 5 $3,650,000
8/1/02 5 $5,800,000

S $6,020,000

9/1/10 L $3,062,000
8/1/10 LET $1,831,000
8/1/10 S $43,160,000

9/1/10 5 $44,870,000
8/1/10 5 $27,240,000
8/1/10 5 $70,000,000

8/1/10 5 $41,710,000
B/i /05 5 $42,000,000

3/1/02 L $6,160,000
1/1/08 L S6,300,000

L $6,281,543

CITY OF LA PORTE

TXDOT
CITY OF HOUSTON

CITY OF LA PORTE
HARRIS COUNTY
TXDOT

CITY OF LEAGUE
CITY

TX DOT

TX DOT
CITY OF LEAGUE
CITY

TX DOT
HARRIS COUNTY

TX DOT
TX DOT

TX DOT
TX DOT

TX DOT
TX DOT

TX DOT
UNDECIDED

CITY OF HOU,
DEPTOF AVIATION

S $5,900,000 TXDOT

8/1/08 L Si50,000,000
6/1/02 T $6,400,000
1/1/08 5 $16,000,000

1/1/08 5 520,000,000
S $10,000,000

4/1/01 5 $6,733,000

TX DOT

TX DOT
TXDOT

TX DOT
TX DOT
TXDOT

606 HAR BAY AREA BLVD - PH 1 FAIRMONT PKWY
527 HAR BS 146D (LP 410) FAIRMONT PKWY

5036 HAR EL DORADOBLVD HORSEPENBAYOU

2973 HAR FAIRMONT PKWY SH 146
6070 HAR FAIRMONT PKWY AT SFRA

68 HAR FM 1959 IH 45(5)

36 GAL FM 270 FM 518

PROJ FROM TO PROJECT EST PROJ TOTAL LEAD
ID CO STREET LOCATION LOCATION DESCRIPTION LET DATE STATUS COST AGENCY

39 GAL FM 517 FM 3436

FM 1266

FM 2094
FM 518

41 GAL

42 GAL
392 GAL

4052 GAL
9274 HAR
6043 GAL

6044 GAL
6046 GAL
6047 GAL

FM 518

FM 518
FM 518 B/P

FM 646

GENOARED BLUFF
IH 45S
IH 45S

IH 45S
IH 45S

SH 146
FM 1266
FM 270

6045 GAL IH 45S
334 HAR IH45S

6042 HAR IH 45S

470 HAR IH45S
9998 HAR JANA LN

L $4,650,000 GALVESTON
COUNTY

645 HAR LP41O SHOREACRES PORTRD
349 HAR MIDDLEBROOK DR RED BLUFF BAY AREA BLVD
389 HAR N AEROSPACEAVE CHALLENGER 7 PKWY PRESTONAVE

468 GAL SH 146 HAR C/L SH 6/ IH 45 INTERCHANGE
467 GAL SH 146 0.3MIS OF FM 519 0.2 MIS OFTCT RR
137 HAR SH 146 FAIRMONT PKWY RED BLUFF RD
138 HAR 5H146 REDBLUFF NASAl
139 HAR SH146 NASA RD1 GALC/L

45 GAL SH 3 NCL OF TEXAS CITY 033 MI N OF FM 1764

393 GAL SH96 @5H3

S $30,380,000 TXDOT

7/1/01 5 $2,000,000 TXDOT
8/1/00 LET $2,530,000 HARRIS COUNTY

L S5,850,000 CITY OFLEAGUE

CITY

I:DaIaIadamsonVequesIs\yr2cODi~’uIof Ixof y xis 55 Page 1 4/17/01



2022 MTP: TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS IN PORT OF TEXAS CITY AREA
(Sortedby Street, Co)

TOTAL LEAD
COST AGENCY

L $5,850,000 CITY OF LEAGUE
CITY

L $5,850,000 CITY OF LEAGUE
CITY

L $8,380,000 CITY OFLEAGUE
CITY

TLOC $7,200,000 HARRIS COUNTY

TLOC $3,250,000 HARRIS COUNTY

S $4,830,000 CLEAR LAKE
TRANSP
PRTNRSHIP

PROJ
ID CO STREET

FROM
LOCATION

TO
LOCATION

PROJECT
DESCRIPTION

EST
LET DATE

PROJ
STATUS

394 CAL SH96 © IH 45 CONSTGSEPI/C 8/1/03

395 GAL SH 96 © FM 270 CONSTGSEP

396 GAL SH99 © IH 45 (5) CONSTGSEPI/C

9227

9235

147

HAR

HAR

HAR

SPACECENTER BLVD

TEXAS AVE

UNDERWOODDR

EXISTING SPACECTR BLVD

NASA RD 1

FAIRMONT PKWY

GENOA-REDBLUFF RD

BAY AREA BLVD
RED BLUFF

CONSTSTANDRD 4 LN CONCRETEBLVD SEC
W/ C&G
WID 2 TO 4 LN UNDIV
COMPLETIONOF UNDERWOODDR (4LN)

I:oataIdamsoorequestslyI2CXii~ooriof x Cf y es 510 Page2 4/17/01



APPENDIX C-8

NTSB TRUCK AND BUS SAFETY INFORMATION



NTSB - Truck & Bus Safety Page 1 of 1

Vehicleson the Roadways- Public Hearingon Truck & BusSafety,April 14-16, 1999

091st Truths
33.1T

Motorcoys~es
other

PassengerCars
61 IT

Vehicles Registeredin
1997

1997 RegisteredVehicles

• Over7 million largetruckS

• Over67 million light trucks

• Over 124million passengercars

Therewereover 8 million commercialdriver licenseholdersin 1997

http://www .ntsb.gov/events/ 1 999/truckbus/roadways .htrn 8/27/01



NTSB - Truck & Bus Safety

431110

Fatal highway accidents involving all vehicle types

Page 1 of 1

10
a

0
0
50

10
0)

E
0

iQal i&o io©~ 1985 igo~s 1967 1983 1983 1910 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1916 1997

Year

• In 1997, therewere37,280fatal accidentson the Nation’shighways,downfrom ahigh
of 42,130in 1988

• In that sameyear,thereweremorethan2 million injury-only accidents,andmorethan
4.5 million propertydamage-onlyaccidents

421130

411130

40100

39100

38100

371130

361130

35100

34~0U

http:Ilwww .ntsb.gov/events/ I 999/truckbus/roadways.htm 8/27/01



NTSB - Truck & Bus Safety Page 1 of 1
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0
1982 1983 1984 1985 1906 1987 1983 1908 19013 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1906 1997

Year

In 1997,therewere4,572fatal accidentsinvolving largetrucks

• The numberof fatal accidentsinvolving largetruckshasremainedbelow 5,000peryear
since 1982

6010

5010

4010

30113

20113

10113

Fatal accidents involving large trucks

http://www.ntsb.gov/events/ 1 999/truckhus/roadways.htrn 8/27/01



NTSB - Truck & Bus Safety

81
18

5
w
D
0
0

4.50

Fatal accidentrates it~~100 nilifion vehicle miles traveled

Page 1 of 1

-1992 19133 -1984 1985 1985 1987 19133 19139 191:0 -1991 1992 1993 1984 19135 191:iS 1997

Year

• Between1982and 1997, the fatal accidentrate for largetruckshasfallen by nearly41
percent

• In that sameperiod,theoverall fatal accidentratehasfallen by thesamepercentage

8/27/0 1

4.00

3.50 -

3.00 -

2.50

$large truths

~aII s’ehi:~Ies

2.00 -

1.50

-1.00

0.50 -

0.00 I I

http://www.ntsh.gov/events/ 1 999/truckbus/~-oadways.htm



NTSB - Truck & Bus Safety Page 1 of 1

515
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42030

0

a
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E 401:130
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Fatalities

19132 1902 1984 19055 1906 1987 19133 1988 191:0 1991 19132 19133 1984 19135 191:6 191

Year

In 1997,41,967peoplelost their lives on theNation’sroadways -

8/27/01

43030

43030

41030

Number of highway fatalities in all vehicle types

336.30

33030

34030

http://www.ntsb.gov/events/ 1 999/truckbus/roadways.htm



NTSB - Truck & Bus Safety

100130

90113

80113

70013

0)-~ 600!)
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~4UCO

300!)

2010

10013

0

Fatalities from accidentsinvolving large trucks

Page 1 of 1

1982 1983 1984 1985 1908 19057 19005 1908 19013 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1906 1997

Year

• 5,355of the41,967highwayfatalitiesin 1997 occurredin accidentsinvolving large
trucks

http://www .ntsb.gov/events/ 1999/truckbus/roadways.htm 8/27/01



NTSB - Truck & Bus Safety

Fatalitiesfrom accidentsinvolving large trucks

Page 1 of I

• In accidentsinvolving largetrucks, the occupantsof theothervehiclesinvolvedhave
consistentlysufferedmorefatal injuries

~Tr~jok ocoupa~
-~ot~?rs

6010

500!)

40043
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Is

14
10 3001)

E
:1

C

2004)

1000

0
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• The majority
interstateS

NTSB - Truck & Bus Safety Page1 of 1

Highway accidentsinvolving large trucks by roadwaytype

3000

250!)

200!)

150!)

100!)

500

0

S F5~raIirteretate

—~F~jraIcltharroals

—4—L!baninterstate -

$Lkban otlarsrrseds

1987 1983 19013 1901) 19011 19052 19133 1994 19055 1906 1997

Year

of the fatal accidentsinvolving largetrucksoccuron roadsotherthan

• The samewastrue for all fatal highwayaccidentsin 1997;only 4,516of the37,820fatal
accidentsinvolving all highwayvehicletypesoccurredon interstates

http://www.ntsb.gov/events/ 1 999/truckbus/roadways.htm 8/27/01



NTSB - Truck & Bus Safety Page 1 of 1

~~n~onunftt~ks

~*-~•_-~ -~
* 4 S ~

.— $ —.-___ *

1062 1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938 1939 1091) 1161 1932 10533 1934 1065 10536 10537

Year

Combination unit trucks Singleunit trucks

• In 1996, therewere about5.3 million single-unittrucks,andabout1.7 million

combinationunit trucksregistered

• Combinationunit trucksareinvolvedin morefatal accidentsthansingleunit trucks

• In 1997, 3,505 combinationunit truckswere involvedin fatal accidents,and 1,314
singleunit trucks

Number of fatal large truck accidentsinvolving singleunit and
combination unit trucks

40130

38)0

3000

28)0

13 20130

15520

1000

SOIl

U

http:Ilwww .ntsb.gov/events/ 1999/truckbus/roadways.htm 8/27/0 1



NTSB - Truck & Bus Safety

009%

0053%

0.07%

0.6.3%

0.045%
10
a

0.04%

0.053%

U .02%

0.01%

00(1%

Page1 of 1

Motorcoaches

• Motorcoachesaccountfor asmall proportionof all vehiclesinvolved in fatal accidents,
anaverageof .06%

Motorcoaches asa percentageof all vehiclesinvolved in fatal

ac cidents

1982 1983 1984 1985 1908 1087 1083 1909 1050!) 1991 1992 19053 1994 1995 1906 1997

year

http://www.ntsh.gov/events/ 1 999/truckhus/roadways.htm 8/27/01
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Motorcoachesinvolved in fatal accidents,1932-1997

Page1 of I

• In general,therearefewerthan40 motorcoachesinvolvedin fatal accidentseachyear

• In the last 16 years,523 motorcoacheshavebeeninvolved in fatal accidents

1982 1983 1904 1985 1908 1987 1983 1909 1901) 1991 19052 1993 1904 1995 1906 1997

year

http ://wwwntsb.gov/events/ 1 999/truckbus/roadways .htm 8/27/0 1
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Fatalitiesin accidentsinvolving motorcoaches

50-- - - - -

1982 1983 1984 1985 19(t) 1987 19053 19(13 1993 1991 19052 1993 1904 1995 1906 1997

Year

• Most fatalities in accidentsinvolving motorcoachesareto peopleotherthan thosein the
motorcoaches

• Since1982, 109 motorcoachoccupantshavebeenkilled

Notes

For theseanalyses,large trucks are defined astrucks with a GVWR over 10,000pounds,and
can be categorizedassingleunit or combination unit trucks. Most “light trucks” are pickups,
vans,or utility vehicles.

Sources

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. November 1998. Traffic Safely Facts 1997.
Washington, DC.

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. Fatality Analysis Reporting System, years 1982
through 1997 [database].

Bureauof TransportationStatistics.National TransportationStatistics1998. Washington, DC.
(h tp //ww w.bts.gov tsprod!nts!ind x tnii; January 25, 1999.)

http ://www.ntsb.gov/events/ I 999/truckbus/roadways -htm 8/27/01



APPENDIX D

WATER AND ELUTRIATE CONCENTRATIONS DATA



Table D-1
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~tgIL)at Texas City Stations

11/17/86 Basin, Turning 0+000
I l/17/8&Channel f5+000
11/17/86 Channel
11/17/86 Channel
11/17/86 Channel

j~5+000
20+000

Date Reach Station Arsenic Barium
Water Elutriate Water Elutriate

Marine Acute Criteria t49

Cadmium
Water Elutriate

45.4

Chromium
Water Etutnate

Copper Lead Mercury
Water Etutriate

2.1

Nickel
Water Elutriate

t18

Water Elutriate

t3.5

Water Elutriate

133

11/17/86’çhannel 25+000
11/17/86 Channel 30+000
04/20/87 industrial Canal 50+00

2.1 2.2

09/01/89 Channel
09/01/89~ChanneI
09/01/89 Channel

2.1 <2.0
<20 <2.0
<2.0 2.2

2.1 <2.0

12.7 19.2
<10.0 12.7
<10.0 12.7

3.2

~10+000
15+000
20+000

6.4
6.3 3.2

<10.0 13.0 4.7

2.1, <2.0
2.2 <2.0

<2.0 <2.0

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.01 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

<10.0 15.1
<10.0 12.7

09/01/89~Channel 25+000
09/01/89 Channel 30+000
09/01/89 Channel 35+000
07/07/92 Basin, Turning 1+000
07/07/92 Basin, Turning 3+000

6.4, 64

1.6 5.6
9.61 7.9

15.0 20.2

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

6.3 8.4

07/07/92 Channel 5+000
07/07/92 Channel 10+000
07/07/92 Channel 15+000

<10.0 <10.0
<10.0, <10.0
<lO.O~ <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.01 <10.0

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

<1.0’ <1.0
<1.0

<1.0 <1.0
<1.01 <1.0
<1.0 <10
<1.0, <1.0

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0

07/07/92 Ind. Canal & TB. 18+00
07/07/92 Channel 20+000
07/07/92

1
Channel 25+000

07/07/92
1

Channel 30+000
07/07/92~Channel

<10.0 <10.0 <1.0 <1.0
<10.0 <10.0 <1.0 <1.0

<2.0 <2.0 <10.0 <10.0
<20 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

<1.0 ~119
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<2.0 <2.

<10.0 <10.0
<10.0’ <10.0

17/07/92 Industrial Canal 50+00 ________

07/07/92 Industrial Canal 85+00 __________

08/31/95 Channel 1+000
18/31/95 Channel 3+000 __________

18/31/95 Channel 5+000
18/31/95 Channel J,10+000
18/31/95 Channel ______ 15+000

<2.0 <2.
<2.0 <2.

<10.0 <10.0

<1.0 <1.0
<i( <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0, <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0, <2.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1:oi <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.01 ‘<i.b

.<1,12 <1.0
1.93 91F

<1.00 1.0

<2.04 <2.
<2.0 <2.
<2.0 <2.

<0.10 <0.1

<1.0 <1.(

38.6 489
39.6 49.5
38.1’ 41.5

<10.0 <10.0<~o~o <1,9,.p
<10.0 <10.0

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<010’ <0:
<0.10 <0~

37.2 39.9
37.7 45.5

08/31/95 Channel 20+000
08/31/95 Channel 25+000
08/31/95 Channel 30+000
01/29/98 Basin, Turning 1+000
01/29/98 Basin, Turning 3+000
D1/29/98~Channel 5+000
01/29/98 Channel Jfo+ooo

<1.0 <1.0

31.8 32.2
31.7 32.0
21.3, 37.3
26.4 32.6
31.8 40.0
32.0 31.9
20.0 33.9
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.04 <5.0
<5.0, <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0~ <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0’ <5.0
<5.0~

<

<5.0, <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0’ <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0’ <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0, <5.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

—. ,,~z1,0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

— <i.ol ~,?
______ <1.0
______ <1.0

<i.O~ :<11P
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00~ <1.00
<1.00 <i
<1.00’ <1.00

tOQ <1.00
<1.00, <l~0P
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<01 <02
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2, <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <02
<0.2’ <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <Q2
<0.2’ <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2

<0.2
<0.2j <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2

— <0.2 <0.2
<0.204 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 0.59
<0.20 <0.20

0.31 <0.20
<0.?0 <0.0
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 0.35
<0.20~ 0.20

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0

34.9J ~
37.8 39.7
36.31 51.8

<1.0
<1.0 <1.0 <1.0

<5.0 <5.0
<5.0’ <5.0
<5,9,, <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0,, <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0__ <1
<1.0_~ ~9
<1.0 <1.0

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.0 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.0Ô
<1.90 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

34.1 67.7
33.4, 73.5

<1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0 <i.oT <1.0

<0.10 <0.1
<0.10 <0.1
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
0.22’ 0.23
0.11 9110
0.11, 0.3
1.37 0.1
0.49 0.27
0.67 0.34
0.48 0.45

31.2 58.4
33.4 57.7

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <10

<1.00 <1.00

11/29/98 Channel 15+000
01/29/98 Ind. Canal & TB. 18+00
01/29/98 Channel 20+000
01/29/98 Channel - 25+000
01/29/98 Channel 30+000
01/29/98 Channel 35+000
01/29/98 Industrial Canal 50+00
11/29/98 Industrial Canal 85+00

<1.00 4.,,,,
<too 3_.4
<1.00 1.

1.631 1.
193t 1.63
2.53 <1.00
2T~J 4.03

34.0 63.1
29.9 48.7

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
2.14~ <1.00

14.20 <1.00
‘~~‘<i.ooj <100

<1.00 <1.00

33.9k 82.1
32.7 91.7

<1.00 <1.00

2.23, 1.63
3.43 3.43

33.5’ 68.0
39.1 80.3
30.2 55.7

<1.00 <1.00
5.91 1.90

<1.00, <1.00
1.19 <1.00058 0.5~

1.15 0.5~

<1.00F <1.0(

3.13’ 4.03 30.8 63.6

43.00~ <1.0(

016’ 0.32
0.93 0.84
0.36~ 1.68

<
1~

0P~L <10
<1.00 <1.00

.~I00’ <1.00
<1.00’ <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1129
23.lOi <1.003.21~ <1.00

3,4~1” <~,Qo 8.20’ <1.00



Table D-1
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations(l.Lg/L) at Texas City Stations

11/17/86Basin, Turning 0+000
11/17/86 Channel 5+000
I 1/17/86JChannel 10+000
11/17/864çhannel 15+000
11/17/86Channel 20+000
11/17/86Channel 25+000
1 1/17/86 Channel 30+000
04/20/87 Industrial Canal 50+00
09/01/89Channel 10+000
09/01/89Channel 15+000
09/01/89Channel 20+000
09/01/89Channel 25+000
09/01/89Channel 30+000
09/01/89Channel 35+000
07/07/92 Basin, Turning 1+000
07/07/92 Basin, Turning 3+000
07/07/92 Channel +000
07/07/92Channel 10+000
07/07/92Channel 15+000
07/07/92,Ind.Canal& T.B.j18+00
07/07/92Channel 20+000
07/07/92Channel 25+000
07/07/921Channel 30+000
07/07/92Channel 35+000
07/07/92 Industrial Canal 50+00
07/07/92 Industrial Canal 85+00
08/31/95 Channel 1+000
08/31/95 Channel 3+000
08/31/95 Channel 5+000
O8/31/95~ChanneI 10+000
08/31/95 ____________

08/31/95 Channel 20+000
08/31/95Channel 25+000
08/31/95 Channel 30+000
01/29/98 Basin, Turning 1+000
01/29/98,Basin, Turning 3+000
01/29/981Channel 5+000
01/29/98 Channel 10+000 -

01/29/98‘Channel 15+000
01/29/98~lnd.Canal & T.B.

1
18+00

01/29/98 Channel 20+000
01/29/98 Channel 25+000
01/29/98~Channel
01/29/98 Channel
________ 30+000

35+000

01/29/98 Industrial Canal 50+00
01/29/98Industrial Canal 85+00

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.01 <20
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

— <2.0 <2.0
<2.0 u:2ip

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

— <2.0 <2.0
- <2.0 <20

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

<2.0, <2.0
— <2.0 <2.0

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 - <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

________ <2.0
<2.0~ ~
<2.0 <2.0

<1.00’ 1.04
<1.00 <1.00

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 l12~
<l.OOj <1.00
<1.00 1.87
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00, <1.00

-. <1.00, 1.04
<1.00 <1.00

36.8 10.2
26.7 8.4
60.5 8.4
100~ <510
<5.0 13.3
70.6, 13.4
86.7 24.9
29.9 8.1
<5.0 <5.0

— <~~~1_<5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 24.0
<5.0 12.0
7.0 31.0
8.Of 37.0

<5.0± 25.0
<5.0~ <5.0
13.01 10.0
11.0’ <5.0
55.0, <5.0
25.0 9.0
<5.0 31.0
<5.0 <5.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

_______ - <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<1.0
<1.0 <1.0
~k <1.0

12.8 1.7
4.97 3.895

.
11

J,, 3.95
4.851 3.76

<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.011 <0.01
<0.01I <0.01

<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.12, <0.12
<0.12 <0.12
<0.12* <0.12
<0.12’ <0.12
<0.12 <0.12
<0.12 <0.12
<0.12 <0.12
<0.12* <0.12
<0.10_I <0.10

<0.104 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5’ <0.5
<0.5,,,,, <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5, <0.5
<0.5, <0.5
<0.5, <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5* <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.5 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.501 ~
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50~ <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.5 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0~50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

Date Reach Station

Marine AcuteCriteria

Silver__________
Water Elutriate

2

Selenium
Water Elutriate

564

Zinc - f~,,,,,TOC
Water Elutriate Water ‘ Elutriate

92.7

Total PCB
Water Elutriate

tO

T 4,4’-DDT
Water Elutriate

0.13

Chlordane
Water Elatriate

0.09

Toy~phene
Water Etutriate

0.21

<0.02 <0.02
<0.02j <0.02

— <0.02 <0.02
<0.02

<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <002

<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5’ <0.5

<0.5
<0.5,, <0.
<0.5 <0.
<0.5, <0.5

— <0.51 <0.5
<0.5 <0.
<0.5’ <0.
<0.5’ <0.
<0.5 <0.
<0.5 <0.5

<0.5
<0.5, <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5, <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<0.02 <0.02
<0.02, <0.02

<0.02 <0.02
<0.02, <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02J <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02

— <0.02’ <0.02

11.50 10.00
9.20’ 10.50

12.70J 26.00
12.00 11.40
11.50 13.30
11.20 7.70
8.20 12.50

14.30 13.30
12.80 13.00
12.90 11.00
12.40 11.60
10.80~ 33.00
24.60 29.80

— 13.80’ 15.60
11.~.0?
15.67 16.35

<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02’ <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02~ <0.02

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <10
<1.0 <1.9
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.01 — <112

~1.00 <1.00
<1.00’ <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 ~i190
<1.00 ~
<1.00, <1.00

______ <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00, <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02,, <0.02
<0.02 <0.02<0.5

<0.5
<0.5,

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

<0.5 <0.5
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50

8.30 12.98
6.~i~0.47

— 8~fl]~t1.01
7.94] 14.69

5.14 4.19
<1.0 2.1
<1.0, 1.8

<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02

— <0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14, <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14~ <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.141 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14

— <0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14

<0.50 <0.50
<0.01 <0.01

—

<0.01 <0.01

<1.0, <1.0

<0.10 <0.10

I ____

4.99] 3.56
39.6] <1.0
2.~ ?9
3.0 1.9

1.4
1.4 1.1

25.7, <1.0

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.01 <0.01

<0.10~ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

4.93, 5.38
4.92 5.03
5.öië
4.85~- 4.22
5.17 4.28

<0.01 <0.01
<0.01, <0.01

7.8] 7.1

<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 I <0.01
<0.01 <0.01



Table D-1

USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~.LgIL)at Texas City Stations

<2.5 <2.5 <2.0 <2.0
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5

Date Reach Station

Marine Acute Criteria

Total PAll
Water Elutriate

Naphthalen.~~JAcenaphthe~,ç~,~
Water Elutriate Water Elutriate

I

Fluoranthene
Water Elutriate

Benzo(a)pyrene
Water Elutriate

Benzo(e)pyrene
Water Elutriate

Acenaphthvlen~~
Water Elutriate

Fluorene
Water Elutriate

<2.5 <2.5

<~Q <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2,51 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5

<2.0 <2.0

<0.5 <0.5
<0.5~ <0.5
<0.5, <0.5

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0. <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0, <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

<5.0, <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0’ <5.0
<5.0, <5.0
<5.0 <5.0

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5, <0.5
<0.5, <0.5
<0.5’ <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<5.0 <5.0

11/17/86 Basin, Turning 0+000
11/17/86 Channel ~15+000
11/17/86 Channel 10+000
11/17/86 Channel J15+000
1 1/17/86 Channel 20+000
11/17/86 Channel 25+000
11/17/86 Channel 30+000
04/20/87 Industrial Canal 50+00
09/01/89 Channel ‘10+000
09/01/89 Channel 15+000
09/01/89 Channel 20+000
09/01/89 Channel 25+000
09/01/89 ‘Channel 30+000
09/01/89 Channel 35+000
07/07/92 Basin, Turning 1+000
07/07/92 Basin, Turning 3+000
07/07/92 Channel 5+000
07/07/92 Channel 10+000
07/07/92 Channel 1 5+99,Q,
07/07/92 Ind. Canal & TB. 18+00 -

07/07/92 Channel 20+000
07/07/92Channel 25+000
07/07/92 Channel 30+000
07/07/92,Channel 35+000
07/07/92 Industrial Canal 50+00
07/07/92 Industrial Canal 48500
08/31/95 Channel 1+000
08/31/95 Channel 3+000
08/31/95 ‘Channel 5+000
08/31/95 Channel 10+000
D8/31/95,Channel _15+000
08/31/95 Channel 20+000
08/31/95_Channel 25+000
08/31/95 Channel 30+000
01/29/98 Basin, Turning 1+000
01/29/98 Basin, Turning 3+000
31/29/98_Channel 15+000
01/29/98 Channel 10+000
01/29/98 Channel 15+000 -

D1/29/98lnd. canal & T.B. 18+00
01/29/98 Channel ‘20+000
01/29/98 Channel ~.,?5+000
01/29/98_Channel 30+000
01/29/98 Channel ‘35+000
01/29/98 Industrial Canal 50+00
01/29/98 Industrial Canal 85+00

<0.5,, <0.5
<0.5, <0.5

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

<0.5, <0.5
<0.5

<0.5] <0.5

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <~~0
<5.0 <510
<5.0, <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.01 <5.0

<5.00 <5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00~ <~12,9
<5.00 <5.00

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0, <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0’ <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0’ <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

— <2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

<2.00I <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00’ <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00

<0.5’ <0.5
<0.51 <0.5
<0.5’ <0.5
<0.5j <0.5

— <0.5 <0.5
— <0.5’ <05

<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.54 ~915
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<0.5
— <0.5 <0.5

<0.5’ <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<0.5
<0.5” <0.0
<0.5’ <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5, <0.5
<0.5 <05
<0.5’ <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

— <0.5, <0.5
<0.5 <05

<0.50, <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50~ <0.50
<0.501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50

— ~0.5Q~ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0,501 <050
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50~ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5~ <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<0.50~ <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.soI <0.50
<o.~oT <0.50
<0.50~ <0.50

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <20

<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00

<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5

<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5

— <2.5 <2.5
— <2.5 <2.5

<2.5
<2.5’ <2.5
<2.5 <21~
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5

<5.00’ <5.00
<5.00, <5.00
<~,,,00 <5.00
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01, <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01

<0.5 <0.5

<0~5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.5 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50

<0.50 <0.5lJ
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0159

<0.50 <0.50
—. <0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50~ <0.50

<0.501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0911 ~i
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01

<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <9~~9
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50] <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

i—<0,5o1 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <0.50 <0.50
<0.501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50~ <0.50

<200 <2.00
<2.00 <2.90
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00

<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.5,9
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50



Table D-1

USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~igfL)at Texas City Stations

Date Reach Station

Marine Acute Criteris

Phenanthrene
Water Elatriate

T. Anthracene Pyrene
Water Elutriate Waler Elutriate

Benzo(a)anthracene j~c~ysene
Water Elutriate Water Elutriate

Benzo(b)fluoranthene
Water Etutriate

Benzo(k)fluoranthene
Water Elutriate

1 1 1 1
~~/~9,

4
Basin, Turning 0+000

11/17/86Channel 5+000 -

11/17/86Channel 10+000

11/17/86 Channel 15+000
1 1/17/86 Channel 20+000

11/17/86_Channel 25+099
11/17/86 Channel 30+000
04/20/87 Industrial Canal 50+00
09/01/89 Channel 10+000
09/01/89JChanneI 115+000
09/01/89

1
ChanneI 20+000

09/01/89 Channel 25+000
09/01/89 Channel 30+000
09/01/89Channel 35+000
07/07/92 Basin, Turning 1+000
07/07/92 Basin, Turning 3+000
07/07/92 Channel 5+000
07/07/92 Channel 10+000
07/07/92 Channel 15+000
07/07/92 Ind. Canal&T.B.,18+00
07/07/92Channel 20+000
07/07/92 Channel 25+000
07/07/92 Channel 30+000
07/07/92 Channel 35+000

7/07/92,lndustrial Canal 50+00
7/07/92 Industrial Canal ,85+00,

08/31/95 Channel 1+000
08/31/95 Channel 13+000

8/31/95 Channel 5+000
8/31/95 Channel 10+000
8/31/95 ‘Channel 15+000
8/31/95]Channel 20+000
8/31/95 channel 25+000

08/31/95 Channel 30+000
01/29/98 Basin, Turning 1+000
0 1/29/98 Basin, Turning 3+000
01/29/98 Channel 5+000
01/29/98 Channel 110+000

,

01/29/98 ‘Channel 15+000
01/29/98 Ind. Canal &TB. 18+00
01/29/98,Channel - 20+000
01/29/98Channel 25+000
01/29/98,Channel 30+000
0j90jC~anneI +000
01/29/98 Industrial Canal 50+00
01/29/98 Industrial Canal 85+00

— <1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 , <10
<1.0 , <1.0

-~ <1.0 <1.0
<1.04 ~l,9

-~ <1.0 <1.0
<i.OJ <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0

- <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

— <1.01 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0

- <1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<1.0

<0.5 <0.5
<0.51 <0.5
<0.5] ~915
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5,, <0.5

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <91~9
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50

- <0.50’~ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50~,<0.50

<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0~ <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0’ <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0’ <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0’ <1.0

<1.0’ <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<0.50’ <0.50

<0.5, <0=5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <05
<0.5 <0.5

<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.so] <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50~<0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50~ <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 - <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1,9
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <10
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

__ <10
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <10
<1.0 <1.0

.1 -

<1.0, -

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <112
<1.0 <1.0

<1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

— <1.0 <1.0
<1.0’ <1P~
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.1

<0.1 <0.1
<0.1, <0.1
<0.1 <0.1
<0.1 <0.1
<0.1, <0.1
<0.1 <0.1

<010 <OJö
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.10,
<0.10
<0.10

—. <0.1’ <0.1
<0.11 <0.1

______ <0.1 <0.1
<0.1 <0.1
<0.1 <0.1

— <0.1 <0.1
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.101 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.10” <0.10
— <0.10 <9119

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.101 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<O.lOj <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <050

<1,0, - <1.0
<10 <10
<1.0, <1.0
<1.04 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<0.50 - <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <,9159
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.504 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50<1.01 <j~

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<1.04 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

______ <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

~1.0

<0.10
<0.10
<0.10

<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10” <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0,10
<0.10, <0.10

<0.10 <0.10



Table D-1
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations(p~gIL)at Texas City Stations

11/1 7/86
1

Basin, Turning 0+000
11/17/86Channel 5+000
11/17/8i’Channel 10+000
11/17/86Channel
11/17/86Channel

15+000
20+000

Date Reach Station

Marine AcuteCriteria

Benz, ghi)perylene
Water Elutriate

Dibenzo(ah)anthracene
Water Elutriate

Indeno(123cd)pyrene
Water Elutriate

TotPesticides Aidrin
Water Elutriate

1.3

Dieldrin
Water Elutriate

0.71

Endosulfan
Water Etutriate

0.034

‘t~,’uter Elutnate

1 1/17/86 Channel 25+000
1 1/17/86 Channel ,30+000
04/20/87 Industrial Canal 50+00
09/01/89_Channel 10+000
09/01/89Channel 15+000
09/01/89 Channel 20+000
09/01/89Channel 25+000
09/01/89 Channel 30+000
09/01/89Channel 35+000

<0.1

H

<0.1
<0.1 <0.1
<0.1
<0.1

<0.1

<0.1
<0.1
<0.1

07/07/92Basin,Turning 1+000
07/07/92Basin,Turning 3+000
07/07/92Channel 5+000
07/07/92 ,Channel 10+000

<0.1

<0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
<0.5<0.5 <0.5 <0.5,

<0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
<0.5, <0.5
<0.5 - - <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<0.50~ <0.50

<0.5’
<0.5’

<0.5
<0.5

<0.5,
<0.50

<0.5
<0.50

0.7
<0.10<0.10

<0.10,
<0.10,
<0.10

07/07/92Channel 15+000
07/07/92Ilnd.Canal& TB. 18+00 ______

07/07/92]Channel 20+000 ________

07/07/92Channel

<0.10
<0.10
<0.10
<0.10<0.10

07/07/92Channel
07/07/92Channel

‘25+000

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <o.so
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50,
, <0.50

<o.sô’f

<0.50
<0.50
<0.50
<0.50<0.50,

30+000
35+000

<9.10
<0.10’
<0.10
<0.10”
<0.10

<0.10
<0.10
<0.10
<0.10
<0.10

<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

07/07/92 Industrial Canal 50+00
07/07/92 !ndustrial Canal 85+00
08/31/95 Channel 1+000
08/31/95Channel 3+000
08/31/95Channel ~‘5+000
08/31/95 Channel ‘10+000
08/31/95Channel 1T~000

<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.50

<0.50 , <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50~ <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.so <0.50

0813i/g5lChannel
08/31/95Channel

<0.50
<0.50
<0.50

08/31/95 Channel

20+000
25+000

01/29/98]Basin, Turning 1+000
30+000

01/29/98Basin,Turning J3+000
01/29/98Channel 5+000
01/29/98 Channel
01/29/98 Channel

—

<0.10 <0.10 <0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02* <0.02
<0.02 <0.02

10+000
Ti 5+000

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

01/29/98 Ind. Canal & TB. 18+00

<0.50

01/29/98 Channel
01/29/98_Channel
0 1/29/98 Channel

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10

‘20+000

<0.50 ,~0,,59
<0.50 <0.50

<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10’ <9119
<0.10~ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10,, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <9.110
<0.10 <0.19
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.10 <0.10

<0.591
<0.50

25+000
30+000

~öoo

<0.10 <0.10

01/29/98Channel
01/29/98 Industrial Canal 150+00

<0.50

<0.10
<0.101
<0.10

<0.50 <0.50 <0.50
<0.501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

.5 <0.50’ <0.50
<0.5 <9159,1 <0.50
<0.5 <0.50 <0.50
<0.5 <0.50’ <0.50
<0.5 <o.sol <0.50

01/29/98]lndustrial Canal 85+00

<0.50
<0.10
<0.10
<0.10

<0.50
<0.50
<0.50

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ “~b.io

<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.001 <2.00
<2.001 <2.00
<2.00~ <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.0ó~ <2.00
<2.00 <2.00

<2.00 <2.00
<2.001 <2.00

<0.
<0.50

<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50’
<0.50

<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <91,94
<0.04, <0.04
<0.04 <0~94
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04, <0.04
<0.04, <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04~ <0.04
<0.04, <0.04
<0.04 <0.04

<0.50
<0.50

<0.50 <0.50



Table D-1
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (jiglL) at Texas City Stations

11/17/86 Basin, Turning 0+000
11/17/86 ‘Channel 5+000
11/17/86_Channel ‘10+000
1 1/17/86 Channel lis+000
li/I 7/86 Channel
11/17/86_Channel 25+000
11/17/86_Channel 30+000
04/20/87_Industrial Canal 50+00
09/01/89 Channel 10+000
09/01/89 Channel 115+000
09/01/89 Channel 20+000
09/01/89 Channel 25+000
09/01/89 Channel 30+000
09/01/89_Channel 35+000,
07/07/92_Basin, Turning 1+000
07/07/92_Basin, Turning 3+000
07/07/92Channel 5+000
07/07/92 Channel 10+000
07/07/92 Channel 15+000
07/07/92Ind. Canal& TB. 18+00
07/07/92 Channel 20+000
07/07/92 Channel 25+000
07/07/92 Channel 30+000
07/07/92_Channel 35+000
07/07/92_IndustrialCanal 50+00
07/07/92, Industrial Canal 85+00
08/31/95_Channel ,1+000
08/31/95 Channel 3+000
08/31/95Channel 5+000
08/31/95Channel ~10+000
08/31/9SlChanneI 115+0091
08/31/95_Channel 20+000
08/31/95Channel 25+009
08/31/95Channel ______ 30+000
01129/9BIBasin,_Turning T~000
01/29/98,Basin, Turning 3+000
01/29/98_Channel 5+000
01/29/98Channel”’1I1’1’10+900
01/29/98lChanneI (15+000
01/29/98 nd. Canal& T.B.,18+00
01/29/98Channel 20+000
01/29/98_Channel 25+000
01/29/98 Channel 30+000

‘35+
01/29/98 Industrial Canal 50+00
01/29/981’industrial Canal 85+00

11 <0.05 <0.05
<0155, <0.05

— <0.05 <0.05
<0.051 <0.05
<0.05 <0.05
<0.05, <0.05
<0.05 <0.05
<0.05’ , <0.05

— <0.05 <0.05
<0.05 <5
<0.05’ <005

<0.101 <0.10
— <0.1,9,,_, <0.10

<0.10, <0.10
<0 <0.10
<0. <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

~<0.10 <0.10

0.18’ <0.03
0.17’ <0.03
0.17 <0.03
0.18 <0.03
0.18 <0.03
0.16 <0.03
0.22 <0.03
0.19’ <0.0,13

0.2’ <0.03
0.11’ <0.03
0.16 <0.03
0.19 <0.03

Date Reach Station

Marine Acute Criteria

Endrin ,,,_~j Heptachlor
Water Elutriate Water Elutriate

0.037 1 0.053

Hexachlorocyclohexane
Water Elutriate

0.16

TotPetrolllC
Water Elutriate

TotPhenols
Water Elutriate

TotSulfides
Water Etutriate

Ammonia
Waler Etutriale

1,

<100, <100
<100 <100
<100, <100

.~192:.<~o
<100 <109
<100 <100
<100 <100
<100 <100
<100’ <1t~0

_<100 ,, <100
<100, <100

<1 OC

<5~,~] ~
<50.0 <50.0
<50.0’ <50.0
<50.0, <50.9
<50.0, <50.0
<50.0,, <50.0
<50.0 <50.0
<50.0 <50.0
<50.0 <50.0
<50.0 <50.0
<50.0 <50.0
<50.0” <50.0

— <0.09,, <0.06
<0.06, <0.06
<0.06, <Ô.06
<0.06 <0.06
<0.061 <0.06
<0.06 <0.06
<0.06’ <0.06
<0.06 <0.06
<0.06 <0.06
<0.06’ <0.06
<0.09,,, <l~öë
<0.06 <0.06

<0.03 <0.03
______ <0.03

<0.03, <0.0
<9.031
<0.03 <0.0
<0.03 <0.0
<0.03 <0.0

— 031 <do
<0.03, <0.0
<0.03 <0.0
<0.03 <0.
<0.031 <~ <0.05 <0.05 <100



Table 0-2
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~ig/L)for Barbours Cut and Bayport Channels

Date Reach Station L Arsenic
Water Elatriate

Marine Acute Criteria 149

Barium
Water Elatriate

Cadmium Chromium
Water Elatriate

,

Copper J
Water Elatriate

13.9

Lead
Waler Etutriale

t33

Mercury
Water Elutriate

2.1

Water Elutriate

45.4

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

Barbours Cut Channel
02/29/92 Channel 14+00 <2.0 <2.0
02/29/92 Channel ‘24+00 <2.0 <2.0
02/29/92 Channel ~4+00 <2.0 <2.0
02/29/92,Channel 44+00 <2.0 <2.0
02/29/92 Channel “T~4+00 <2.0, <2.0
02/29/92 Channel ‘64+00 <2.0 <2.0
02/29/92]Channel ‘74+00 <2.0 <2.0
02/29/92Channel 84+00 — <2.0 <2.0
02/29/92Channel 84+00 <2.0 <2.0
09/22/94 Channel 14+00 BDL BDL
09/22/94Channel 24+00 BDL BDL
09/22/94Channel (34+00 BDL BDL
09/22/94

1
Channel ‘44+00 BDL BDL

09/22/94Channel 54+00 BDL BDL
09/22/94 Channel 164+00 BDL BDL
09/22/94(Channel 74+00 BDL BDL
09/22/94~~elM+09, BDL BDL
09/22/94 Channel__(84+00 BDL BDL
05/29/97~Char~1”i’~0ö’ <1.Or <1.0
05/29/97 Channel ‘34+00 <1.0 <1.0
05/29/97 Channel 54+00 <1.0 <1.0
05/29/97Channel 174+00 <1.0 <1.0
05/29/97IChanneI 84+00 <1.0’ <1

.

09/24/98 Channel 14+00 <1.00, <1.0
09/24/98jChannel 34+00 <1.00, <1.0
09/24/98Channel 54+00 <1.00, <1.0
09/24/98]Channel,1’~öö’ <i.oo~ <1.0
09/24/98Channel 184+00 <1.00 <1.0

09/22/94(Ch~eI38+0~”
09/22/94(Channel__‘50+00 <1.0 <1.
09/22/94ICh~~’oo~0o” <1~’ <1

.

09/22/94 Channel 150+00 <1.0, <1

.

09/22/94 Channel _200+00 <1.0 <1

.

03/06/97 Channel 150+00 <1.0,1 <1.
_____ __________ <1.0 <1

.

<1.01 13.
________ <1.0 7.

________________ ~1•° <1.
__________ <1.0 12.

________ <1.0 <1.
________ _______ <1.00, <1.0
_______ ________ - <1.00 <1.0

79.0’ 283.0
76.3 137.9
75.6 121.0
74.7, 143.0
75.0, 83.7
74.6 102.0
73.8 111.0
74.4 114.0
72.7 99.2
62.9 41.9
62.3 48.0
65.1 37.2
61.7 23.1
60.2J 61.2

101~9j 111L
99.3 119

101.0’ 66.
99.11 99.

101.5 12.

82.0’ 60.6
83.0’ 84.6
80.6 103.8

—‘ 79.2 157.0

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.01 <2.0
<2.0] <2.0

— BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL’ BDL
BDL’ BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL

<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
0.44 0.17

— <0.10, <0.10
- <0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.101 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10

<0.10 <0.10
<0~10 <0.10

~i<o.1oj <0.10

<0.10] <0.10

<10.0 <10.0
_______ <ioo

<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0

<10.0 <10.0
<10.0, <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0

BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL ~

~5iJ BDL
BDL BDL
2.35 <1.0
1.44 <1.0
2.35’ <iô
1.44 <1.0
1.44 4.88

<1.00 <1.00
<1.001 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.001 <1.00

— <1.00 <1.00

,<1.0 <1.0
4.3 2.3
1.6,, <1.0
3.9 1.7

<1.0 <1.0
<1.01 , 8.1
<1.0, 16.3
<1.0 6.7
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1,0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <112
BDL 2.8
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL, BDL
BDL BDL
BDL 3.1
BDL BDL
BDL BDL

<1.0 <1.0
4.47 <1.0
5.56 <1.0

3.8 <1.0
3.66~ <tO

<1.00,, <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
2.04 <1
2.59 <1.00
1.23 <1.00

<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<to] <1.0
<1.0,1 <1.0
3.02 1.79
2.64 5.11

3.01 <1.0
— 4.0 <1.0

5.0’ 1.0
4.0, 1.0
3.0 <1.0

<1.00 1.42
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5
<5.0’ <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0’ <5.0
BDL 8.5
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL 4.25
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<1.00 <1.00
<i.öö’ <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

<1.0 <1.0
_

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

— <1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <i”O
<1.0 <1.0

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <i’ö
<1.0 11.0
<1.0 8.0

<1
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
BDL BDL
BDL 0.72
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BOL, BDL
BOL BDL
BDL BDL

BDL 0.5
BDL BDL
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2, <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2

<0.20 <0.20
<0.20, <0.29
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20

<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <02
<0.2 <0.2
<0.2 <0.2

<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.~9,_ <0.20

<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<020 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20

77.3] 84.6 <0.10 <0.10

03/06/97Channel 200+00 -

03/03/98Channel ,38+00
03/03/98Channel
03/03/98 Channel 100+00
03/03/991Channel__hso+oo
03/03/98 Channel ,J,?99~99,,,,,
08/31/99 ‘,Ch~~iiel]109,~00
08/31/99 Ch 159+00,
08/31/99 Channel (200+00

57.1 32.7
56.71 58.6
59.0 33.0

0.75’ 1.02
<0.191, <1.0

<0.1, 1.0
59.01 36.0
58.Of 68.0
58.0 64.0
56.01 72.0
57.6± ‘=5~”i
76.0 110.0

<1.00 <1.0

— <1.0, 21.~
<1.0 <1.0
<1.91 <1.0
<10 <10
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0”l’ ~iö
<1.0 <10
<1.0 <1.0
2.85’ 1.10
1.97 <1.00
1.72 <1.00

<0.1 <9.1
- <0.1 ~9~1

<0.11 <0.1
<0.1 <0.1

- 0.20, 0.10
0.20 <0.10
0.10’ <0.1074.8 95.9

BDL: Below detection lirnit.



BDL: Below detection lirnit.

Table 0-2 (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (

1
ig/L) for Barbours Cut and Bayport Channels

Date Reach Station Nickel
Water Elutriate

Marine AcuteCriteria Its ,

Silver j~,,Selenium
Water Elutnale Water Elutnate

2 564

Zinc
Water Elutnate

92.7

J,,,,, TOC
Water Elatriate

.

Total PCB
Water Elutriate

to ,

4,4’-DDT
Waler Elutriale

0.13

Barbours Cut Channel
02/29/92 Channel 14+00
02/29/92_Channel 24+00
02129/92’ Channe±I~+00
02/29/92Channel 44+00
02/29/92 Channel 54+00
02/29/92_Channel 64+00
02/29/92’Channel 74+00
02/29/92Channel 84+00
02/29/92,Channel 84+00
09/22/94_Channel 14÷00
09/22/94_Channei±~’4÷00
09/22/94_Channel 34+00
09/22/94 Channel 44+00
09/22/94~Channel54+00
09/22/94 Channel 64+00
09/22/94Channel 74+00
09/22/94_Channel 84+00
09/22/94,Channel 84+00
05/29/97,Channel__14+00 —

~,19/29/97(Channel(34÷00
05/29/97_Channel 54÷001,
’ö’5/29/97,Channel ,74+00
05/29/97Channel 84+00
09/24/98Channel~14+00—

09/24/98f’Channel__34+00
09/24/g8

1
Channel__54+00

0,!,,(Chan~~,,J7,4+00
09/24/98Channel 84+00

Ba p,p,c,~nneI~,,
09/22/94Channel_138+00
09/22/94j,,Channel 50+00

±99/22~94(Channel 100+00
,,,99~~,4,,~a~!eI150+00
I 09/22/94 Channel (200+00

<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0, <50
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <50

<5.0 <50
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
BD~BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BOL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL] BDL
BDL BDL
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

— <1.00, <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00, <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <10

<1.0

BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL

T
BDL

BOLl ~
BDL, BDL
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0~ <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<1.09, <1.00
<1~ .00
<1.00, <10
<1.00 <1.00

- <1.0, -

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.&” <20
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0, <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0, <2.0
BDL BOL
BDL BDL
BOL BDL
BDL, BOL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BOL
BDL BDL

~!P~1_. BDL
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0’ <1.0

<5.00 <5.00
<5.00, <5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00’ <5.00
<5.001~’~5.00

<2.0, <2.0
<21~fII<2.0
<2.01_<20
<2.0, <2
<20L<2•0

<1.0, - <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

13.0, 510
10.0 8.0

8.0
<5.0 11.0

9.0, 43.0
<5.0 8.0
<5.0 10.0
10.01 <5.0
10.0 <5.0
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BOL BOL
BDL BDL
BDL

4,
BDL

BDL BOL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
12.7 <1.0

7.6,, ,_,1,~
10.7 2.0

7.6 3.2
6.3, 8.2

18.3 5.6
16.4 4.8
19.4 2.7
17.81 .3.7
18.0 4.4

111 11.2 <1.1°
16.3’ 4.6
19.1 ‘<1.0
11.2 <1.0
10.3 <1.0

8.34,

~‘~l ~
<1.0 <1.0

5.90 5.50
2.70 3.80
4.70 11.30
4.60 12.80
2.20 12.20
3.40 5.60
2.40 4.00
3.80, 7.20
9.00 7.20

34.90 78.00
8.20 18.90
10.30~”14.50
1 8.301~’i’~.00
12.00 16.40
11.40 15.10

— BDC~6.20
15.60 30.50
14.20 4.90

1.00 <1.00
i.00

1
<1.00

— 1.00 <1.00
1.00 <1.00

1, iiöö1~<i.oo
<1.00 1.87
<1.00 2.34
<1.00 1.70
<1.00 1.78
<1.00~ <1.00

1.70, 1.50
1.80 2.80
4.50j 4.70
7.00’ 2.60
3.10 2.80
7.20 <1.00

<i.ool <1.00
<i.oOj <1.00

<0.5 <0.5
<0.5, <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
BOL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BOL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BOL
BOL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL

— <0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01J <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01’ <0.01
<0.01” <0.01
~<0.01

<01591 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50_ <0.50

_~P.~°1<0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.01’ <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.911 <0.01
<0.011 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01* <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<o191~1r<0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01” <0.01

<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02

BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL

— BDL BDL
BOL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.12’ <0.12
<0.12 <0.12
<0.12 <0.12
<0.12 <0.12
<0.12 <0.12
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10

<1.0 <1.C
— <1.0 <1.C

<1.0 <1.C
io.o( <1.C

1,P13L06/97_Channel 150+00
03/06/97 Chann& 200+00
03/03/9~,1ChanneIJ38+OO —

1513/03/98Chann,~,991+00

L,9!~9,3/984Channel 100+00
I 03/03/98,Channel 150+00

03/03/98Channel 290÷00
08/31/99,Channel__100+00

4,158/31/99Channel__150+00
08/31/99 Channel (200÷00

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0] <1.0

- <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 - <1.0
<1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0
‘~j~~,~to
<1.00<1.00
<1.00, <1.00

,_,._<1.Oi
<1.09,L

<1.0
<1.00

<1.00, <1.00
<1.00 <1.01

- <1.01<10
<1.0 <1.0
<1.91<1.0
<1.0, <1.0

~1I1<1.00] <1.00

11.0, <1.0
12.0 <1.0

_____ <1.0
10.0 <1.0
2.4 3.2
3.3 2.6
2.7, 2.7

~1,99,~1.00
<1.00, <1.00
<1.00, <1.00
<1.00 <1.00



Table D-2 (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~ig/L)for Barbours Cut and Bayport Channels

Barbours Cut Channel
02/29/921Channel ,14+00

______ Channel 24+00
02/29/92Channel__34÷00
02/29/92Channel ‘44÷00
02/29/92_Channel~54+00 —

02/29/921Channel 64+00
02/29/921Channel__74+00
02/29/92Channel 84+00
02/29/92Channel 84+00
09/22/94

1
Channel ‘14+00

09/22/94 Channel 24+00
09/22/94 Channel__34+00
09/22/94Channel 44÷00
09/22/94]Channel 54+00
09/22/94 Channel 64+00
09/22/9.~Channel 74+00
09/22/941Channel 84+00
09/22/94 Channel__84+00 -

05/29/97 Channel 114+00
05/29/97 Channel,~34+00
05/29/97 ,Channel 54+00

— 05/29/97 Channel 74+00
05/29/97 (Channel 84÷00
09/24/gSlChannel__14+00
09/24/98 Channel j134÷00

,Channel 54+00

74+00
I 09/24~90j,ç~~,nel84÷00 -

Bayport Channel ,1____

L 09/22/94 Channel (38+00—

09/22/94 Channel 50÷00
09/22/94Channel 100+00

~
409/22/94 Channel 200+00
“ö~ö6/97Channel (150+00

03/06/97‘Channel 200+00
03/03/98’Channel 38+00 —

L9~9~”~8lCha~~~s8+oo03/03/98Channel 1100+00
1 03/03/98Chnel 150÷00-

03/03/98Channel 200÷00
08/31/99Channel 1100+00
08/31/99Channel (150+00 -

08/31/99 Channel 200+00

<5.00( <5.00
<5.00, <5.00
<5.00. <5.00

Acenaphthene
Water Elatriate

I

<2.0 - <2

~E2191<2.0
<2.0, ,~219
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BOL BOL
BDL,, BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL’ BOL
BDL BDL
BDL, BDL

<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00, <2.00
<2.00 , <200
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00, <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00

<2.0 <2.0

~1~<2.O

~- ~~21P
~ <2.0
<2.0] <2.0

<2.00 <2.00
<2.00] <2.00

<0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.sol <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

915~111,<0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50

BOL: Below detection limit.

Date Reach Station Chlordane
Waler Elutnate

Marine Acute Criteria 0.09

Toxaphe,4c~L,,,,_Total PAll
Water Elatnate Water Elutnate

0,21

~, Naphthalene
Water Elutnate

Fluoranthene
Water Elatriale I

Benzo(a)pyrene
Water Elatriale

<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5, <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<051 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5, <0.5
BDL BDL
BDL BDL

— BDL BDL
BDL BOL
BDLJ BDL

— BDL BOL
BDL~ BDL
BDL BDL
BOL’ BDL

<0.50 <0.50
— <0.50 <0.50

<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<

0
.
50

k ~9159
<0.591 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 I 0
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.01 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0

<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
BOL BOL
BDL BDL
BDL, BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BOL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL

- <5.00, <5.00
<5.001 <,5,99
<5.001 <5.00
<5.00, <5.00
<5.00 <5.00

—

<5.00] <5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00~ <5.00
<5.00 <5.00

<5.00 <5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00] <5.00

<0.02, <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02, <0.02
BDL BDL
BDL’ BDL
BDL

1
~P!1

BDL 8DL
BDL BDL
BOL,, BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BOL
BDL, BOL

- <0.14 <0.14
<0.141 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.141 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14, <0.14
<0.14j <0.14
<0.14, <0.14

<0.141 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14, <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14,~ <0.14
<0.141 ~

<0~~9j4
<0.14 <0.14
<0.144 <0.14

<2.91 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0,, <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

— <2.0 <2.0
BDL BDL
B6U BDL
BDL, BDL
BDL BOL
BDL BDL
BOLl BDL
BDL( BDL
BDL BOL
BDL BDL

<2.00 <2.00
<2.00” <2.00

<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00,1 <2.00
<2.00I <2.00
<2.001 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00] <2.00

<2.0 - <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2,9
<2.0] <2.0

<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5, <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
BDL BDL
BDL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BOL
BOL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL

<0.50, <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.sol <0.50

_<0.50, <0.50
- <0.50 <0.50

<o.so~ <0.50

<0.5 <0.5
<0.5’ <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BOL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL
BOL BDL
BDL BDL
BDL BDL

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50__ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50
<0.50,, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<2.0] <2.0

<o.sô’~ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50<” <0.50
<o.5o1

<0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.501 <o.~o
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 1 <0.50

~9114J~PI~
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14

<0.14
<0.141’ <0.14

<5.00~Q0
<5.00 ( <5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00 <5.00

— <5100 I <5.00
<5.00, <5.00
<5.00] <5.00

<2.0 <2.0
<2.00 <2.00
~öö~iöo
<2.00 <2199
<2,99j,,~~,00
<2.00 I <2.00
<2.00, <2.00
<2.00’ <2.00
<2.001’ <2.00

<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50,, <0.50
<0.50 - <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

I-Il--i
<2.00 <2.00

— <2.00, <2.00
<2.00 <2.00

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.501 <0.50

<0.50 <0150
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50



Table 0-2 (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~igIL)for Barbours Cut and Bayport Channels

Date Reach Station L,~,nzo(e)pyrene
Water Elutnate

Marine Acute Criteria

AcenaphtlIyl~~J Fluorene t~’henanthrene
Water Elatriate Water Elutnale Water Elutnate

1 j 7.7

Anthracene
Water Elatriate

‘

Pyrene 1 Benzo(a)anthracene
Water Elutriate Water Etutriale

I
Barbours Cut Channel
02/29/92Channel 14÷00
02/29/92 Channel 24+00
02/29/92Channel 34+00
02/29/92Channel 44÷00—
02129/92,Channel 54÷00
02/29/92 Channel 64+00
02/29/92 Channel 74+00 —

02/29/92 Channel 484+00
02/29/92 Channel 84÷00
09/22/94,,Channel 14÷00
09/22/94 Channel 24+00
09/22/94 Channel 34+00
09/22/94Channel 44+00
09/22/94’Channel 154÷00
09/22/94 Channel ,64+00
09/22/94Channel 74+00
09/22/94Channel 84+00
09/22194_Channel__84÷00
05/29/97 Channel 14÷00

- 05/29/97 ‘Channel 34+00
05/29/97 (Channel 54+00
05/29/97TChannel 74÷00
05/29/97 Channel~84+00
09/24/98Channel 14+00
09/24/98,Channel 34+00
09/24/98,Channel 54÷00
09/24/98Channel 74÷00
09/24/98Channel 84+00

~p,~Channel , —

09/22/94 Channel 38+00
09/22/94‘Channel 50+00

L,99~?2/94IChannel__100+00
109/22/94lChannel 150+00

I 09/22/94 Channel J200÷00
I 03/06/97 Channel 150+00
L99~99’9~4

Channel 200+00
03/03/98 Channel 38÷00
03/03/98 Channel 58÷00
03/03/98 Channel I100+00
03/0~ä”Channel (150+00
03/03/98, Channel 200+00
08/31/99 ,Channel ,,,,1 00+00

I 08/31/99 channel 150+00
08/31/gg

1
Channel 200+00

<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.sô’ <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

,,,,,<0.50 <0,50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.~ö~<0.50
<o.so! <o.so
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50

‘1

<0.501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <00

<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <p,!~
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.5o~ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50,, <0.50
<0.5 <0.5

— ,<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <0.5& <0.50
<o.so4

<9.50
<0.50’ <050
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

___~0.50I <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

- <0.50 <0.50
<050 <0.50
<0.501 <o.so
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1~9,~_<1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0,1, <1.0
<1.0, <1.0

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50,, <0.50
<0.50] <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00~ <2.00
<2.00, <2.00
<2.00, <2.00

~9159,L~0.5ô
<o.so( <0.50

<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5

— <2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5

<2.00 <20
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00

— <2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.50 <2.50

— <2.50, <2.50
<2.50 <2.59
<2.50, <2.50

<2.5 - <2.5
<2.5, <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5, <2.5
<2.5 <2.5

<2.501’ , <2.50
<2.50, <2.50

— <2.5, <2.5
<2.5, <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2.5
<2.5 <2,5

<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0’

—

<1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00! <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00, <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

— <1.001 <1.00
<1.00, <1.00

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

— <1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0, <1.0

— <1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <1,9

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00’ <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00, <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<tool <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
~1.00~ ~1.00

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.OI <1.0
<1.0 <19
<1.0 <10

<1.00 <1.00
— <1.00, <1.00

~ <1.0
<1.01 <1.0

<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<i.ool <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

<0.50, <0.50
<0.50, <0.50

~
<0.50, <0.50

<0.50 <050
<0.50 <0.50

- <0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50’ <0.50

<0.591 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.501 ,<950

<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5,,,,,,,,,,,, <05
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<0.50! <0.59
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50] <0.50

<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50!’ <0.50

<0.5, <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<1.0,__ <1.0
— <1.0 <1.0

<1.0’ <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5

<1,5, <1.5
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5

<1.50 <1.50
<1.50 <1.50
<1.50 <1.50

<0.51’ <0.5
<0.5, <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.5 <0.5
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

BOL: Below detection limit.



Barbours Cut Channel
02/29/92, Channel 14÷00
02/29/92 Channel 24÷00
02/29/92(Channel 34+00
02129/92_Channel 44÷00
02129/92,’ Channel 154+00
02129/92, Channel 64÷00
02/29/92 Channel 74+00
02129/92_Channel 84÷00
02129/92 Channel 84÷00 —

— 09/22/9~jChanneI 14÷00
09/22194 Channel 24+00
09/22194Channel 34÷00
09/22/94 Channel (44÷00
09/22/94 Channel ‘54÷00
09/22/94 Channel 64÷00
09/22/94 Channel 74÷00
09/22/94(Channel 84÷00

09/22/94 IChannel 84÷00
05/29/97’Channel 14÷00
05/29/97 Channel 34÷00
95/29/97 Channel 154÷00
05/29/97 IChannel 74+00
05/29/97 Channel 84÷00
09/24/98 Channel 14+00
09/24/98IChannel 34÷00
09/24/98 Channel 54+00 —

09/24/98 Channel 74+00
09/24/98]Channel 84÷00

Bayport Channel
09/22194’ Channel 38+00 - -

—_ 09/22/94 Channel 150+00
09/22/94Channel 1100+00
09/22194 Channel 1150+00
09/22194 Channel 200+00
03/06/97 Channel 150+00
03/06/97 Channel 1200+00
03/03/98 Channel 38+00
03/03/98Channel 58+00

1 03/03/98Channel ‘100÷00
03/03/98Channel 150+00
03/03/98Channel ‘200+00

I 08/31/99,Channel ‘ioo÷oo
08/31/99Channel, 150+00
08/31/99Channel 200+00

BOL: Below detection limit.

Table D-2 (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~glL)for Barbours Cut and Bayport Channels

Date Reach Station ~ Chrysene
Water Elutriate

Marine Acute Criteria

Benzo(b)fluoranthene J~
89

,zo(k)fluoranthene
Water Elutriate Water Elutriale

I

Benzo(ghi)perylene~,~Dibenzo(ah)anthracene
Water Elatriate Water Elatriate

‘

Indeno(123cd)pyrene
Water Etutnale

<0.10 <0.10
<o.iô”’ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.19,,,, <0.10
<0.10 <Ci

— <0.10~ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0

<0.10 <0.10
— <0.10 <0.10
— <0.10 <0.10

<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10

— <0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.50 <0.50
<O.50’1’ <0
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.0
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <0.50 <0.50

<1.00 <1.00
— <1.00 <1.00

<1.00 <1.00
,,<1.00 <1.00
<1.00, <1.00
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <0.50 <050
<0.50 <0150

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.0
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 I <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.5, <0,5
‘0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5’ <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.10 < <0.10’ <0.10
— <0.10 0 <0.10’ <0.10

<0.10_,, <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
<0.10 _____ <0.10 ~9,,1,9,j,,, <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10 <0.lOj <0.10
<0.10, <0.10 <0.101 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10 <0.101 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
<0.10~ < <0.10

,

<0.10 <0.10 <0.191, <0.10

<0.10’ <0.10 - <0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ _

<0.50, <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0. <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<9199, <0.50

— <0.50 <0.50

— <0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <05
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.5 <0.5

<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10,1 <0.10

— <0.10, <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.1~ <0.10

<0.10 <0.10
— <0.101 <0.10

<0.10 <0.10
~,<0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.1 <0.1
<0.1 <9.1
<0.1, <0.1

<0.1± <0.1
<0.10 <0.10

~_<0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <0.50 <0.50
— <0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0 <0.50

<0.5, <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5
<0.5 <0.5

— <0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.10] <0.10

~~9,1j~9J

<0.10
<o.iol <9110
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.1 <0.11’
<0.1 <0.1
<0.1 <0.1

— <0.1’ -

<0.1 <0.1
<0.19, <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.1 <0.1
<0.1 <0.1
<0.1, - <0.1
<0.1 <0.1
<0.1 <0.1

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10_ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10



Table 0-2 (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~iglL)for Barbours Cut and Bayport Channels

Date Reach Station L TotPesticides
Water Elutriale

, Marine AcuteCriteria ,

Aidrin ~1”J,,,,Dieldrin
Water Elatriate Water Elatriate

1.3 I 0,71 ,

Endosulfai!,_,4
Water Etatriate

0.034

Endrin
Water Etutriale

0.037

Heptachior Hexac,~8cclohexane
Water Elatriale Water Elutnate

0.053 , 0.16

BarboursCut Channel
02129/92_Channel 14÷00
02/29/92,Channel 24÷00 —

02/29/92, Channel 34+00
02129/92_Channel 44÷00
02129/92 Channel 54÷00
02129/92 Channel 64÷00
02/29/9~]ChanneI 74+00
02129/92 Channel 84÷00
02129/92 Channel 84÷00
09/22/94 Channel 14÷00
09/22/94_Channel 24÷00
09/22194’ Channel 34÷00 —

09/22194 Channel 44÷00 —

09/22194 Channel 54+00
09/22194,Channel ‘64÷00
09/22/94_Channel 74÷00
09/22194IChannel 84÷00
09/22194_Channel 84÷00 —

05/29/97Channel 14+00
05/29/97_Channel 1’~öo
05/29/97Channel 54÷00 —

05/29/97Channel ‘74+00
05/29/97 Channel ,1~öo
09/24/98 Channel ‘T’~’~oo

09/24/98 Channel 34÷00
T,,,,,,09/24/98,Channel 54+00 —

09/24/98 Channel (74+00
09/24/98,Channel 84÷00 —

ott Channel ______

09/22/94 Channel (38+00 —

09/22194Channel 50+00 —

09/22~]ç~~annel 100+00 —

o9/22,1~J,c~neI 150+00
[,,, O9/22194,~CIia~~r~eI,,,J,~99~O0

03/06/97Channel 150+00
03/06/97Channel 1299,1,99, —

0’~ô~~äI~hanneI138÷00 —

03~99L99,~iap~1158+00
03/03/98Channel 100+00
03/03/98Channel 150÷00

‘03/03/98_Channel 200÷00
,,,,,,,,,,,,,98/31/99Channel 1100+00

~ 150+00
08/31/99Channel 7200÷00

- _ -

<0.02 ‘ <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0,02
<0.o2~ <0,02
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04’ <0.04

11
<0.04, <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04

0.041 ~

<0.04 <0.04

-

<0.04 <0.04

<0.04’] <0.04
<0.04 <0
<0.044 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04

<0.o4( <0.04

_ -

<1.00 <1.00
‘1.00’ <1.00
<1.00’ <1.00
<1 .OO~<1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2,50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50

‘~.oo1 <~‘oo
<1.00 <1.00

ii~.00l ~
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00] <2.00

—

<0.06, <0.06
<0.06, <0.06
<0.06, <0.06
<0.06, <0.06
<0.06 <0.06
<0.06 <0.06

— <0.06, <0.06
<0.06’ <0.06

— <0.06 <0.06
<O.06~ <0.06

<0.06 <0.06
<0.06, <0.06

- _

<0.02 <0.02
<0.02’ <0.02
<0.02, <0.02
<0.02 <0.02

<0,92
<912~li,<0,92
<0.02j <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02I <0.02

~ <0.02
<0.02

<0.02 <0.02
<002

<O.02L <0.02
<0.02I <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02! <0.02
<0.021 <0.02

<0.02
<0.02, <0.02
<0.02, <0.02
<0.02 — <0.02
<0.02’ <0.02
<0.02] <0.02

<o.io! <0.10
— <0.10, , <0.10

<0.10, <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10] ,<,01,9
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.14 <0.14

<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14, <0.14

-- ~9j,9j~o.10
<0. 10 <4.10

<0.1,, <0.1
<0.1, <0.1
<0.1 <0.1
<0.1, <0
<0.1 <0.1

<0.10,1 ,

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10~ <0.10

<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.10, <9,1,9
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10

<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03’ <0.03

— <0.03’ <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03, <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03

- <0.03’ <0.03

<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 I <0.
<0.03 <0.
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<O.03~

-<o-o~t
<0.03” <9,92
<0.03’ <0.03
<0.034 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03’ <0.03
<0.03 <0.03

BDL: Below detection limit.

<0.061 <0.06
<0.06 <0.06
<0.06] <0.06

~,~914.L<0.6
— <0.61 <0.6

<0.06 <0.06
<0.06 <0.06
<0.06I <0.06
<0.06, <0.06
<0.06k <0.06
<0.06 <0.06
<0.06~ <0.06
<0.061 <0.06



Table 0-2 (Concluded)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (pg/L) for Barbours Cut and Bayport Channels

Date Reach Station j,, TotPetrolHC
Water Elatriate

Marine Acute Criteria

TotPhenolsj,,,,,, TotSullides
Water Elatriate Water Elutriale

,

Ammonia
Water Elateiate

,

Barbours Cut Channel
02/29/g21Channel 14+00
02129/92_Channel 24+00
02129/92,Channel 34÷00
02129~]9~~Channel 44÷00

— 02129/92,Channel 154+00
02129/92_Channel
02129/92, Channel 74÷00
02129/92 Channel 84÷00 —

02129/g2
1

Channel 84+00
09/22/94_Channel ,14+00
09/22194,Channel 24+00
09/22194,Channel 34+00
09/22194 Channel 44+00
09/22194 Channel 54+00
09/22/94 Channel ‘64÷00 —

09/22/94_Channel 74÷00
09/22194_Channel 84÷00
09/22194 Channel (54+00
05/29/97_Channel 414+00
05/29/97Channel 134÷00
05/29/97 ]Channel 154÷00

— 05/29/97 Channel 74+00
05/29/97’Channel 84+00
09/24/98‘Channel 114÷00
09/24/991Channel I34÷oo
09/24/98IChannel 54÷00 —

09/24/98Channel 74+00
— 09/24/98Channel 84÷00
Bayport Channel ________ —

09/22/94 (Channel 38÷00
09/22/94lChannel 50÷00
09/22194,,Channel — 100+00
09/22194 Channel [150÷00
09/22/94 Channel (200÷00

<100. <;i’ooi.
<100., <100.
<100. - <100.
<100.,, <100.

— <100. <109.
<100, <100
<100] <100
<10011 <100
<100 <100

0.13 0.53
0.13 1.54
0.13 2.19
0.14 0.08
0.14 0.86

<0.03] 2.24

<50.0 <50.0
<50.0’ <50.0
<so.o <50.0
<50.& <50.0
<50.01 <50.0
<50.0 <50.0

— <50.0 <50.0
<50.0 <50.0

-. <50.01 <50.0
— <50.0, <50.0

<so.o( <50.0
,~<59.0I <50,9

<50.0 <50.0
<50.0 <50.0
<50.0, <50.0

— <0:101 <4.10
<0.10] <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

— <0.10 <0.10
<0.101 <9.10

<0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<o.iol <0.10<101

0~0.l
<100.0 <100.1
<100.01 <100.’

<0.03 4.93
<0.03’ 1.33

— <0.03 2.13
<0.031 4.49

<100.0] <100.0
<ioo.o( <100.0

10300( <100 <50.0’ <50.003/06/97(Channel , (150÷00
03/06/97 IChannel ____________

,____ 03/03/98Channel ,139÷00
03/03/98 Channel 58+09, —

1 03/03/98,Channel 100+00
03/03/98 Channel 150+00
03/03/98 Channel ~
08/31/99 Channel ~
08/31/99],_hannel,,,,,,,,J1,99+9Q,~,,,,,,,
08/31/99 (Channel 200+00

<0.10 _,_~0.1O
<0.10. <0.1010300 194

— 0.28 <0.03
0.28, <0.03—~-. ~-94.p

<10.0 <10.0
- <10.0, <10.0

— <10.0, <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0, <10.0

1’’

BDL: Below detection limit.



BOL: Below detection limit.

Table D-3a
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~igIL)for HSC Red Fish Reef to Morgan’s Point, 1989-1 994

Date Reach Station Arsenic ~, Bari9~p~,j Cadmium
Water Elutriate Water Elutnate Water Elatriate

Marine Acute Criteria 149 ,~, , ,

Chromium
Water Elutriate

Copper
Water Elutriate

13.5 I
1,, Lead

Water Etutriate

133 ,

Mercury
Water Elutriate

2.1

06/15/89 Channel 5÷000 —

06/15/89 Channel 7÷500
06/15/89 Channel !7÷500
06/15/89 Channel__10÷000
06/15/89 Channel 15+000
06/15/89 Channel 20÷000
06/15/89 Channel ‘25÷000
06/15/89Channel 30+000
06/15/89Channel 135÷000
06/15/89 Channel__35+000
06/15/89_Channel 135÷000
06/15/89Channel__40÷000
06/15/89, Channel 45÷000
06/15/89 Channel ,50+000
06/15/89 Channel 55÷000
06/15/89 Channel 60÷000
06/15/89 Channel 60÷000-

06/15/89Channel__60÷000
06/1 5/89 Channel 65÷000
06/15/89Channel__70÷000
06/1 5/89TChannel 75÷000
1211 6/93 Channel 0÷000
12/16/93 Channel 15÷000 —

12116/93 Channel 110÷000
12116/93 Channel 15÷000—
12116/93(Channel 20÷000
1211 6/93 Channel 25+000
1211 6/93 Channel j30+000
02/16/94 Channel I35÷000-

02116/94Channel 35÷000
02/16/94,Channel‘35+000
02116/94Channel 40÷000
02116/94’Channel145÷’ööö
02116/94Channel 50÷000
02116/94Channel 55÷000
02116/94Channel 55÷000

,9~L19L~~Channel 55÷000
02116/94Channel 60+000
0211 6/94 Channel 65÷000
02/16/94 Channel ~7O+00O
02116/94 Channel (75+000

BOLl BDL
BDL
BOL’ BOL
BDL BOL

— BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL i~
BOL_____
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BDL
BDL BOL
BOL’ BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

— BOL BDL
— BOL BOL
— BDL BOL

BDL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL, BDL
BOL, BOL
BDL BOL
BDL,
BOL, BDL
BOL BOL
BDL, BOL
BDL BOL
BOLl BDL
BOL,
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

— BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BDL

78.4 232.0
64.3 199.0
62.6, 77.0
65.1 202.0
62.2 158.0
61.5 239.0
58.7,1,, 68.2
60.7 72.4
57.8
62.7 65.4

61.0
58.2, 59.0
54.2 62.3
52.5 89.1
61.7
55.4~,_9219
57.0 I 57.1
49.21 450

BOL
1

BOL
BDL
BOL BOL
BOL ~
BDL BDL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BDL
BDL BDL
BOL’ BOL

— BOL BDL
BOL, BOL

— BDL BDL
BOL, BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL, ~
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BDLI _~P!1
BOL, BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL, BOL
BDL
BOLl BDL
BDL BOL
BOL BDL
BDLJ BDL
BDL BDL
BOL,
BOLl BOL
BOL ~p,L
BOL BOL
BDL BDL

BOL BDL
BDL
BDL BOL

— BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL______
BDL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BDL, BOL
BOL,
BOL BOL
BOLE BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL~~41,.
BDL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BDL
BDL BOL
BOLL BOL
BOL BDL

- BOLl , BDL

~BOL
BOL

1
BDL

BOL BDL
BOLL BDL

I _ _

BOL, BOL _______

BOL
BDL BDL ______

BOL BOL
— BOL BOL

BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL
BDL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL _____

BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL ________

BOL BOL
BOL BOL

- BO~QL
BOL BOL ________

BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL _____

B~L_
BOL BOL
BOL’ BDL _____

BOL, BDL
BOL] BOL _______

BOL
BOL, BOL ________

BDL BOL _______

- BDL BOL

BOL, BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

— BOL BOL
BOL

— BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL,
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

BOL BDL
BOL

— BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BDL
BDL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BDL BOL
BDL BDL
BOL BOL

- BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

BDLJ BDL
BOL] BOL
BOL

51.3 57.0
70.0 63.0

BDLI BOL
BOL,

~DL
BDL, BOL
BOL — BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOLBOL BOL

BOL, BDL
BOL BDL
BOL, - BOL
BDL BOL

BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL



Table D-3a (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~tg/L)for HSC Red Fish Reef to Morgan’s Point, 1989-1 994

Date Reach Station Nickel Silver
Water Elutriate I Water Elutriate

Marine Acute Criteria its 1 2

Selenium_______
Water Elutnate

564

Zinc
Water Elutriate

92.7 ,

TOC
Water Etutnale

Total PCB
Water Elatnate

tO

4,4’-DDT
Water Elatriate

0.13

BOL, BOL
BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

06/15/89 Channel 5+000
06/15/89 Channel 7÷500
06/15/89 Channel 7+500
06/15/89 Channel 10+000
06/15/89 Channel 15+000
06/15/89 Channel 20+000
06/15/89’ Channel 25÷000
06/15/89IChannel 30÷000
06/15/89 Channel 35+000
06/15/89 Channel 35+000
06/15/89 lChannei 35÷000—

06/15/89 Channel 40+000
06/15/89,1Channel ,45+000
06/15/89 Channel 50+000
06/15/89,Channel 55+000
06/15/89Channel 60+000
06/15/89Channel 160+000
06/15/~i annel 60+000
06/15/89,Channel 65+000
06/15/89 Channel 70+000

BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

— BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL

1
BDL

BOL BOL
BOL
BOL’ BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

BOL,, BOL
BOLL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL, BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOLJ BOL
BOL

BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BDL BOL
BDL’ BOL

BOL, BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL

BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL

BOL BOL
BOL

1
BOL

BOL
BOL BDL
BOL, BOL
BDL,,,, BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOLl BOL

06/15/89Channel (75÷000
12116/93,Channel 0+000
12116/93(Chan’i~’~00ö
12116/93,Channel 10÷000
12116/931Channel 15+000
1211 6/93 Channel 20+000
12116/93Channel 25+000
12116/93Channel 130÷000
02/16/94Channel 135÷000

BOL BOL
BOL BOL

BOL BOL
BDL BOL

BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL, BOL
6.9 13.2

11.41 ~

BOL BOL

BOL BOL
BOLl BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOLBOL, BOL

BOL, BOL

02116/94 Channel 35÷000

BOL ~
BOL BOL

02116/94 Channel
02116/94 Channel
02116/94 Channel

B4,L,, BOL
BOL]

BOLl BOL

7.10 15.30
7.20 12.80

35÷000
40÷000

BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL’ BOL
BOL, BDL
BOL, BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BDL
BOL~,,BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BDL
BDL~ BOL
BOL BOL

BDL
— BOL BDL

BOL BOL
- BOL BOL

BOL’
BDL BOL
BOL BOL

- BDL BOL
BOLl BDL
BOLl BDL
BDL
BOL BDL

— BOL, BDL
BOL BDL
BOL BDL
BOL’ ~bL

BOL’ BOL
BOL BOL

1.4~,, 6.5
2.81 7.2
3,3T ‘ 56

BOL BDL

10.70
8.50

BOL’ BOL
BOL, BOL

45+000
02116/94 Channel 50÷000

BOL

BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BDL
BDL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOIJ, BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL

1
BOL

BOL BOL
BOL, BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL,_______

— BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BDL BOL

10.70
14.50

02/16/94Channel 55÷000

7.00
3.11 9.6

BOLl BOL

BOL’ BOL

02/16/94 Channel 55÷000

BDL BDL
BOL BOL BOL] BDL

11.40
8.20 9.10
9.10] 5.60

~P~1 BOL
BOL BOL
BDL

1

BOL’ BOL
BOL I

BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL( BOL
BDL] BOL
BDL

1

BOL( BDL

02/16/94,~hannel 55+000
02/16/94 Channel 60+000
02116/94JChannel 65+000
02116/94 Channel 70÷000
02/16/94 Channel (75÷000

— 9.151 8,99

11.40, 8.40
4.85( 10.10

BDL
1

BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL

BDL’ BDL
BDL( BDL

BDL( BDL
BDL( BOL
BDL,,J
BDL1 BDL
BOLl BOL
BOL BDL

- L,1 BOL
BDL( BDL
BDL

6.05] 8.25
6.50 21.70

BDLI BOL BDL( BOL

BOL BOL BOL BOL
BDL BDL “~‘bU’ ~5L

BDL BDL
BOL BDL
BDL

1
BDL

BOL BDL

8.05’ 13.15
6.25

]

9.001 12.60
10.90 10.70—~.- -~

BDL BOL
BOLl BOL
BOL BOL

6.40 12.20
~,99, 9.9,5
8.60 14.20

BOL: Below detection limit.



BOL: Below detection limit.

Table D-3a (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (

1
iglL) for HSC Red Fish Reef to Morgan’s Point, 1989-1994

Date Reach Station Chlordane
Water Elutriale

Marine Acute Criteria 0.09 ,

Toxaphene
Water Etutriate

0.21

Total PAll L_ Naphthalene ,L,,,,Acenaphthene ~ Fluoranthene
Water Elutriate I Water Elutriate I Water Elutnale I Waler Etutriate

Benzo(a)pyrene
Water Elutriate

06/15/89,Channel__5÷000
06/15/89Channel__7÷500
06/15/89 ,Channel ,,~99,0
06/15/89_Channel__10+000
06/15/89 Channel 15+000
06/15/89 Channel ,20÷000
06/15/89 Channel 25+000
06/15/89_Channel 30+000
06/15/89 Channel ,35÷000
06/15/891 Channel 35÷000
06/15/89_Channel 35+000
06/15/89 Channel ,40÷000
06/1 5/89’Channel 45+000
06/15/89Channel 50÷000
06/15/89 Channel 155÷000
06/15/89 Channel 60÷000
06/15/89

t
Channel 60+000

5/89 Channel 60÷000
06/15/89_Channel__65÷000
06/15/89 Channel 70+000
06/15/89 Channel ]75÷000
12116/93 Channel__0+000
12116/93_Channel 15÷000
12116/93 Channel__10÷000
12116/93_Channel__15+000
12116/93_Channel 20÷000
12/16/93_Channel__25+000
12/16/93_Chan~,130÷OO0
02116/94 Channel 35+000
O2116/94’Chann!jJ~ö~0
02116/94, Channel 35÷000
02116/94 Channel ‘40+000
o2114~4

1
c~~1]~,9÷000

02116/94Channel__l5_0÷000
02/16/94_Channel__55+000
02~,1,~7],~~tnel_(55÷ooo
02116/94Channel lss÷000
02116/94 Channel 160÷000
02116/94 Channel 65+000
02/,1941I~ha~el__70+000
0211 6/94 Channel l75÷000

BOL BDL
BO~,

11
,,,

BOL
1

BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BDL
BDL BOL
BOL’ BOL
BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOLJ, BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOLL BOL
BOL BDL

BOL BOL
BDL~ BDL
— BOL

1
BOL

BOL BOL
BOLt”BDL
BDL
BDL BOL
BOLl .,,~

BDL BOL
BOLl BDL
BOL BOL

BOL BDL
BOL
BDL BOL
BOL

1
BOL

BOL’ BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BDL BOL
BOLl BOL
BOL
BOL BOL

— BOL BOL
BOL BOL

— BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOLT
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BDL_j BOL
BOLl BOL
BOL BDL

- BDL’ BOL
BDL BOL

BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL

1
,!2!~.

BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
B~QL
BOL BOL
BDLJ BOL
BOL BDL
BOL _____

— BOL BDL
BDL BDL

— BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL

BDL BOL
BDL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL’ BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL ~P!1
BOL I
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

— BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL, BOL
BOL 9,p~~
BDL
BOLT ~
BOL BOL
BOL’ ~
BDL, BOL

BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOLT BOL
BOL BOL
BOL, ~P!~
BDL BOL
BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BE5i’]”BOL
BOL _____

Bl51,1’ BOL
BOLl BDL
BOL BDL
BOL

1
,

BOLl BOL

BDL BOL
BOL
BOL

1
BOL

BOL BOL
BOL, ~,pj,
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL, BOL
BOL BOL
BDL

- BOL’ BOL
BOL BOL

- BOL BOL
BDL BDL
BOLl ~

- BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL’ BOL

— BOL’ BOL
BOL, BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOLl ~
BOLl ~

BDL, BOL
BDLI BOL
BOL______
BOL BOL
BDL BDL

BD~~,BpL
- BOL BDL

BDL]
BOL BOL

— BDL’ BDL
- BDL’ BOL

BOL BOL

BOL BOL
BD~ -

BO~J~BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL,J, BOL
BOL’ BOL
BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

BOL
BDL BOL
BOL,
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL, BOL
BOL BOL
BOLl BOL
BOL BOL
BOL, BOL
BDL BOL
BOL~ BOL
BDL BOL
BOL

1
BOL

BDL~ BDL
BDLI
BDL BOL

BOLL_~p~.
BDL BOL

______ BOL
BOL_______

~OL
BOLl BOL
BOL BDL
BOL( BOL
BDL BOL

BOL BOL
BDL
BDL’ BOL
BOL BDL
BOL, BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BDL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL

— BOL
1 ~i

BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BDL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL, BOL
BOL BOL
BDL” BDL
BOL BOL
BOL, BOL

~BOL

BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOLL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL, BOL
BDL,
BOL BDL
BOL’ BDL
BDL BOL
BDL

1
BOL

BOL BOL

BOL BOL
BOL
BOL’ BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL’ BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL,, BOL
BOL
BOL’ BOL
B0i7 BOL
BOL BOL
BOL1’ BDL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL,, BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BDL BOL



Table D-3a (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~g/L)for HSC Red Fish Reef to Morgan’s Point, 1989-1994

Date Reach Station ~,~nzo(e)pyrene J,,Acenaphthyl,~9~J, Fluorene ~, Phenanthrene
Water Etutriate Water Elutnate Water Elutnate Water Elutriate

Marine AcuteCriteria 7.7

Anthracene
Water Elutnate

Pyrene
Water Etutnate

l,~enzo(a)anthracene
Water Elutriate

,

06/15/89 Channel 5+000
06/1 5/89 Channel ,7÷500
06/15/89_Channel 7+500
06/15/89(Channel (10÷000
06/15/89_Channel_~‘~000
06/15/89’Channel 20÷000
06/15/89Channel 25+000
06/15/89’Channel
06/15/89Channel 35÷000
06/15/89_Channel__35+000
06/1 5/89,Channel 135÷000
06/15/89_Channel 40+000
06/15/89 Channel 45+000
06/15/89 Channel__50÷000
06/15/89 Channel 55+000
06/15/89Channel 1’~ö~00O
06/15/891Channel ~6O÷000
06/15/89_Channel__60+000
06/15/89 (Channel (65+000
06/15/89’Channel 170÷000
06/15/89 Channel 75÷000

12/16/93_Channel “‘öTh00
12116/93Channel 5+000
12116/93lChannel_110+000
12116/93_Channel 15+000
12/16/93Channel 120÷000

1P16/93_Channel 25÷000
12116/93lCh,,9p~13o~öö
02116/94 Channel 35÷000
0211 6/94 channel 35÷000
02/16/94_Channel
02116/94 c~~L40÷00O
02/16/94 Channel 45÷000
02/16/94 Channel 50÷000
02116/94, Channel 55+000
02/16/94 Channel 55÷000
~94Cha~÷0~
02116/94 Channel__60÷000
02116/94 Channel 65÷000
02116/94 Channel 70÷000
02116/94’ Channel 75+000

BOL, BDL
BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL

B~~~B~
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BD~,, BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

-

1___~

BOL BOL
BDL I
BOL’ BOL
BOL~ BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL’ BOL
BOL BOL
BDLJ BOL
BOL
BOL BOL

— BOL BOL
BOLl BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BD~ -

BOL BOL
BOL, BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

t

B~
BOL
BOL BDL
BDL, BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL, BDL

~BOL,
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL< BOL
BOL

— BDL BOL
BOL’] BOL
BOL ‘ BOL

—. ___

BOL BOL
- BOL —

- BDL’ BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL, BOL

— BDL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL’ BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL

— BOL
1

BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

— BOL BOL

,BDL BDL

BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL 1~pj,
BOL BOL
BDL, BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL

— BOL’ BOL
BOL’ BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
_____ BOL
BOL’ BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL, ~
BOL BOL
BOLT —~i5i:

BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL

— BOL BOL
BDL, BDL
BOL BOL

BOL: Below detection limit.



Table D-3a (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~tg/L)for HSC Red Fish Reef to Morgan’s Point, 1989-1994

BDL BOL
BDL
BOL’ BOL
BOL, BOL
BDL BDL

— BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BDL

1
BOL

BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL’ BOL
BOL______

~OL
BOL , BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

BOL~,,,,, ~P!~
BOL,
BOL ~15L
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL~ BOL
BOL BDL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL’ BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL

BOL, BOL
_____ BOL

BOL BOL
BOL, BDL
BOL BDL

_____BOL BDL
.94 BOL

BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL

_____BDL BOL
— BOL” BOL

BOLl BOL
— BOL] BOL

BOL BDL
_____ BOL BOL

BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BDL, BDL
BOL BOL

BOL, BDL
BOL
BOL

1
- BOL

BOL BOL
BDL’ BOL
BOL

1
BOL

BOL BOL
— BOL’ BOL

BDL’] BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOLl BOL
BOL BOL

— B~,1 BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BDL BOL
BOL’ BOL

~ BDL
BOL BOL

BOL,
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL,

_____ BOL
BDL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BDL
BOL
BDL
BOL
BDL
BDL’

BOL BDL
BOL,
BDL BOL

— BOL BOL
BOL BOL

______BOL_____ BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL

— BOL BOL
BDL BOL
BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BOL
BOL BDL

Date Reach Station u,,,, Chrysene ‘j Benzo(b)f1uora!~!~4~~L
Water Elutnate I Water Elutriate I

Marine Acute Criteria I

Benzo(k)fluoranthene ~!~zo(ghi)perylene

Water Elatriate I Water Elatriate

I

Dibenzo(ah)anthracene
Water Elatriale

Indeno(123cd)pyrene
Water Elutriate

06/15/89,Channel 5+000 —

06/15/89Channel 7÷500
06/1 5/891’channel 7÷500
06/15/89Channel 10+990
06/15/89 Channel 15+000
06/15/89, Channel 20+000
06/15/89 Channel 25+000
06/15/89 Channel ,30+000
06/15/8gIChannel 35+000
06/15/89 Channel 35+000
06/1 5/89,Channel 35+000
06/15/89 Channel 40+000
06/15/89 Channel 4 5+000
06/15/89 Channel 50+000
06/15/89 Channel 55+000
06/15/89, Channel 60+000
06/15/89, Channel 60+000
06/15/89 Channel 60÷000,
06/15/89 Channel 65+000

15/8 Channel 70÷000
06/15/89 Channel 75+000
12/16/93 Channel 0+000

,,119~99,fchannel 5÷000
12116/93 IChannel 10+000
12116/93 Channel 15÷000
12/16/93(Channel 20÷000
1211 6/~”Channel25+009
1211 6/93 Channel 30+000
02116/94,Channel 35+000

Channel 35+000
02116/94 Channel 35÷000
02116/94],Channel 40+000
0211 6/94 (Channel ,]45÷009
02116/94 Channel 150+000 -

02116/94Channel 155÷000
02116/94 Channel 55+000
02116/94 Channel 55+000
02116/94IChannel 60÷000

BDL

BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL

BOL
BDL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL

BOL
BDL
BOL
BDL

I—4

02116/94 Channel 65÷000
02/16/94 Channel 70+000
02116/g4tChannel 75÷000

BOL: Below detection limit.



Table D-3a (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~tglL)for HSC Red Fish Reef to Morgan’s Point, 1989-1994

Date Reach Station L TotPesticides ~ Aldrin
Water Elutriate Water Elutriate

Marine Acute Criteria 1.3

j~’ Dieldrin
Water Elutriate

0.71

Endosulfan
Waler Elulriate

0.034

Endrin
Water Elatriate

0.037

Heptachior
Water Elutriate

0.053

Hexachlorocyclohexane
Water Etutnate

0.16

06/15/89_Channel__5÷000—

06/15/89]Channel 7+500
06/1 5/89Cha~~~7+500
06/15/89Channel ,,10÷000 —

06/15/89_Channel__15÷000
06/15/89 Channel__‘20+000
06/15/89Channel 25+000
06/15/89_Channel 230+000
06/1 5/89 Channel 135÷000
06/15/89_Channel__35+000
06/15/89 Channel 35÷000
06/15/89TChannel__40÷000
06/15/89_Channel 45÷000
06/15/89_Channel 50÷000
06/15/89 Channel 55÷000
06/15/89_Channel__60÷000
06/15j99j,channel (60÷000
06/15/89_Channel 60+000
06/15/89_Channel 65÷000
06/15/89 Channel 70÷000
06/15/89 Channel‘Th~ö’O0
12116/93f~~nel]‘ö~ö~o
12116/93!’Channel__5+000

12116/93_Channel_(10+000 —

12/16/93’]Channel 15÷000
12116/93 Channel 29+000
12/16/93_Channel__25÷000
12116/931 Channel 130+000
02116/94 Channel ,,35÷000

~19Cha~L~÷949
02116/94 Channel 35÷000
02/16/941Channel_~ö~ö~o
02116/94_Channel__45+000 —

~/94,~a~nel 150÷000
02116/94(Channel_(55÷000
02116/94IChannel_155+000
02/16/94jChannel 55+000
02/16/94 Channel 60÷000
92116/94 Channel 65÷000
0211 6/94 Channel 170+000
02116/94 ‘Channel ‘75+000

- 11

~‘1

-

— I ‘ —

4

I

T

1’

—_ I -

BOL: Below detection limit.



Table D-3a (Concluded)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~tglL)for HSC Red Fish Reef to Morgan’s Point, 1989-1994

06/15/89Channel 5÷000
06/15/99jc!!annel7÷500
06/15/89Channel 7÷500
06/15/89 Channel 10÷000
06/1 5/89~F~nnel15÷000
06/15/8~T~f~’annelJ20+000
06/15/89 Channel 25+000
06/15/89 Chann,~,~0÷O0O
06/15/8~Thi~nnel35+000
06/15/89 Channel 35+000
06/1 5/89

1
’Channel 35+000

-_ , _
06/15/89 Channel J40÷000
06/1 5/89Channel45÷000
06/19~4~,,,Channel50+000
06/15/89 Channel 55÷000
06/1 5/89~i’~’nn~L~ö+O00
06/1 5/4~,,çhannel 60+000
06/15/89 Channel 60+000
06/1 5/89”~’nnel65÷000
06/1 5/8~’~nnel70÷000
06/15/9~~1annel75+000
12116/93Cha!IJ0+000
12116/9’~’~i~nnel__5+000
12/16/,9~jnel 10+000

12116/93!Channel,,1’191,,000
12116/93Channel 20÷000
12/l6/93”~’~n~,~,+000
i211,4.~99,

1
çhannel,J~9~9,00

02/16/9~,],çl’~nnel35+000
02116/94],c!i~pT~i’I14,9÷000
02116/94_Channel 35+000

2119~’]Channel~9,1,999

02/1 6/94~Channel 50÷000
02/1i~’f~annel 55÷000
02J16/94ICh~~L55÷0o0
02/16/94Channel 55+000
02116/94Channel 60÷000
02116/94Channel 65+000

Date Reach Station TotPetrolHC I
Water I EIutriate1~’Water

Marine AcuteCriteria I
TotPhenols

Elutnate

I

TotSulfides I
1~’ater I EIutri~f”

Ammonia
Water Etutriate

— ________

-___

— _______J

-_

-

__I

-

1~

4-

‘4

‘I

4

— ___

— ___

02/16/94Channel ,70+000
0211~4’~i~~el 75+000

BOL: Below detection limit.



Table D-3b
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (

1
.ig/L) for HSC Red Fish Reef to Morgan’s Point, 1997-1 999

03/06/97 Channel 25+000
03/06/97 Channel 30+000
10/27/97 Channel 0÷000
10/27/97Channel 5÷000

Date Reach Station Arsenic
Water Etutriate

Marine Acute Criteria 149

Barium —

Waler Elutriate

Cadmium Chromium
Water Etutriate

Copper
Water Etutnate

13.5

Lead
Water Etatriate

133

Mercury
Water Etutriate

2.1

Water Etutriate

45.4

10/27/97Channel 10+000
10/27/97 Channel 15÷000-

10/27/97 Channel 20+000

52.9 49.7
53.6, 65.0
73.0, 177.0
74.0 159.0

0.9 0.72
1.21 1.27
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0

3.34<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<so], <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0

1 <5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0
<5.0 <5.0

74.0 171.0

<1.0
<1.0 <1.0

3.53

<1.0
73.0, 156.0
76.0 90.0

<10.0 <10.0

1.08

<1.0 <10.0 <10.0

2.12 1.08

73.0 116.0

<1.0

10/27/97 Channel 25÷000
10/27/97 Channel 30÷000
10/27/97 Channel 35+000
10/27/97 Channel 35÷000
10/27/97 Channel 35+000
10/27/97 Channel 40÷000
10/27/97Channel ,45+000
I 0/27/97 Channel 50+000
10/27/97 Channel 55÷000
10/27/97 Channel 55÷000

<1.0 <10.0 <10.0
<1.0
<1.0
<1.0

<1.0’ <1.0
<1.0

<1.0
<1.0
<1.0

76.0 104.0
76.0 122.0

6.0 <1.0

<10.0 12.0
<10.0 <10.0

<3.0

4.0 <1.0

<1.0
<1.0

<3.0

76.0
80.0

<10.0 <10.0

<3.0

71.0

4.0 <1.0
11.0 <1.0

3.0 <1.0
<1.0 <10.0 <10.0
<1.0 <10.0 <10.0

<1.0
<1.0’

77.0, 80.0
<1.0

<1.0

<10.0,
<10.0 <10.0

3.0 <1.0
4.0 <1.0

10/27/97Channel ~55÷00O
10/27/97Channel 60+000
10/27/97Channel 65÷000
10/27/97 Channel 70+000
10/27/97 Channel 75+000

<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0’ <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
<5.0 <5.0
1.13 <1.00

<1.0 <10.0 <10.0
75.0’ 129.0 <1.0’ <1.0 <10.0 <10.0
75.0 93.0 <1.0 <1.0 <10.0’ <100

4.0
4.0

76.0, 80.0
82.0
76.0 93.0

<1.0

<1.0
<1.0’
<1.0

08/31/99 Channel 0÷000
08/31/99 Channel 5+000

78.0 84.0

7.0 <1.0
4.0 <1.0

<1.0

<1.0

77.0, 83.0
78.0 96.0
80.0 93.0
70.5 254.0

<10.91 <10.0
<10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0, <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0’ <10.0

<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

08/31/99 Channel 10÷000
08/31/99Channel 15+000
08/31/99 Channel 20+000
08/31/99_Channel 25+000
08/31/99Channel 30÷000

1.13 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

66.3,, 142.0
60.5 113.0

0.10 0.10
<10.0 <10.0

08/31/99Channel 35÷000

0.10’ <0.10

55.2] 98.7
98.4

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

08/31/99Channel ‘35÷000

1.61’ <1.00
l.l3~ <1.00

60.8 90.8

<1.0
<1.0
<3.0
<3.0
<3.0

<3.0 <3.0
<3.0 <3.0
<3.0 <3.0
<3.0 <3.0
<3.0 <3.0
<3.0’
<3.0 <3.0
<3.0 <3.0
<3.0 <3.0
<3.0’ <3.0
<3.0 <3.0
<3.0
<3.0 <3.0
<3.0 <3.0
<3.0 <3.0
<3.0 <3.0
<3.0 <3,0

<1.O0~ <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<i.oot <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<i.oo1’ <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.001 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<tOO <1.00

— <1.00 <1.06
<1.00” <1.00

<1.00 <1.60
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00

’

<1,001 <i.ob
11.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00’ <1.00

0.10 <0.10
0.207 <OIÔ
0.10 <0.10
0.20,1 <0.10

<0.10 0.1065.1] 114.0

<1.OOj <1.00
<i.ool <1.00

08/31/99(Channel 40÷000
08/31/99Channel 45+000
08/31/99Channel 50÷000
08/31/991Channel 55+000

<0.2 <0.20
<0.2 <0.20

<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20, <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20’ <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20’
<0.20, <0.20
<0.20 <0.20
<0.20 <0.20

<1.00 <1.00
- ~,1,,9,0_, <1.00

<1.00 <1.00

<1.00’ <1.00
1.50] <1.00

— 66.21 96.5 <o.iol <0.10
65.1 87.2 <0.10

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

<1.00, <1.00

65.1 83.7
63.21 141.0
62.0’~’ 79.2
61.41 86.2

3.0 <1.0
3.0 <1.0
4.0
2.0 <1.0
3.0 <1.0
3.0 <1.0

— 3.0 <1.0
4.0 <1.0

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 2.30
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00~ <1.00
<1.00’ <1.00
<1.00’ <1.00
15.00 <1.00
<1.00, <1.00

— <1.00 <1.00
<1.00, <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.001 <1.00
<1.00 3.45
<tO0~ <1.00
<1.001 <lob
<1.00]

1.00 <1.00
<1.00] <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

08/31/99(Channel__60÷000
08/31/99jChannel 60+000
08/31/99’]Channei 60÷000
08/31/99Channel 65+000
08/31/99Channel 70+000

<9,1,9, 0.10
<0.10 0.20

0.10 <i.oo] <1.00

<1.00 <1.00
— <i.db’~ <1.00

<1.00’
<1.00’ <1.00

<1.001 ‘<1.06

<0.19,, 0.10
— <0.10 0.10

<0.10 0.10

1.53, <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

08/31/99(Channel 75÷000 <1.00 <1.00

62.5 84.5
58.5 73.2
60.6] -

6~T~T 97.5
62.9 75.5<1.00, <1.00

<0.10 0.10
<0.10]

<1.00, <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00l <i.oo

59.9 88.5

<1.00
1.201 0.10 <1.001 <1.00
0.10 0.10

<0.10 0.10
<1.00, <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

BOL: Below detection limit.



Table D-3b (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~tglL)for HSC Red Fish Reef to Morgan’s Point, 1997-1999

<1.0

Date Reach Station Nickel
Water Etutriate

Marine Acute Criteria 118

Silver
Waler Etatriate

2

— Selenium
Water Elutnate

564

— Zinc
Water Elutriate

92.7

TOC
Water Elulriate

Total PCB ,J
Water Etutriate

tO

4,4’-DDT
Water Etutriale

0.13

<1.0
<1.0 <1.0

03/06/97‘Channel 25÷000
03/06/97Channel 30÷000
10/27/97 Channel 0÷000
10/27/97Channel _______

10/27/97 Channel 10÷000
10/27/97, Channel LI 5÷000
10/27/97 Channel _20+000
10/27/97 Channel 25+000
10/27/97 Channel 30+000
10/27/97 Channel 135+000
10/27/97 Channel 135+000
1O/27/97’Channel ~5+000
10/27/97 Channel 40+000

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<1.0
<1.0

<1.0
<1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 ~1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <iib
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0

<1.00 <0.01 <0.01
7.48 <1.00 <0.01’ <0.01

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

7.3, 185
4.9 15.2

<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0, <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 11
<10.0 <10.0

<1.01 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<io.0”1,, ,~i9~°
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0
<10.01

‘~Tb~oT
<10.0

<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 14.
<10.0’ <10.
<10.0, <10.
<10.0
<10.0, <10.
<10.0 <10.
<10.0 12.
<10.0~ <10.
<10.0 <10.

<1.0
<1.0’

<1.0

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0

10/27/971 Channel ‘45+000
10/27/9iChannel 50+900
10/27/97Channel 55÷000
10/27/97Channel 55+000
10/27/97Channel 55+000
10/27/97Channel 60+000
10/27/97 Channel 65+000

<1.0 <1.0

<10.0
<1.0 <10.0 <10.0

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<10.0, <10.0
<10.0, <10.0
<10.0 <10.0

<1.0
<1.0,
<1.0
<1.0

10/27/97 Channel 70+000
10/27/97 Channel 75÷000
08/31/99‘Channel 0÷000
08/31/bb’1,Channel sooo
08/31/99]Channel 110+000
08/31/9g

1
Channel 15+000

08/31/99 Channel 20+000

<1.0
<1.01 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<i.e’ <1.0

_______ <1.0
<1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0,
<1.0 <1.0

<1.0

<1.0
5.12

<1.0
<1.0
<1.0

<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 —

<10.0’ <10.0

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 1.10

<1.0 <10.0 <10.0

<1.0<1.0 <1.0
~1.0 <1.0

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

<1.0

<10.0 <10.0
<10.0 <10.0

- <1.00
1.37,

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.001, <1.00
<1.00, <1.00

08/31/99(Channe~_~25+000
08/31/gglChannel 30÷000
08/31/99]Channel 35÷000
08/31/99Channel 35+000
08/31/99Channel 40÷000

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

<10.0 <10.0
5.40 2.80

.i~199,t

1.08

2.53
3.33
2.96
3.97

7.70 1.20
6.60’ - 1.20

<1.00] <1.00
<1.001 <1.00

<1.00 <1.00 _,,,149,4,L
<1.00, <1.00 1.841

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <o.io
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10,
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01] <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<O.OIf <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<°°IL_ <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01’ <0.01
<0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01
<0.01 <0.01

4.70’
11.30

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.021 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02
<0.02, <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02, <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10” <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10~ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

4.14

<1.00/, <1.00
<1.00] <1.00

1.50
1.90

<1.00] <1.00
<looT <1.00

<1. 00
08/31/99Channei,
08/31/99Channel 50+000
08/31/99 Channel 55+000
08/31/99Channel 60÷000

99!3,l(.~!~anne,~60÷000
08/31/99 Channel 60÷000

4.78
4.40 2.20

<1.00] <1.00

1.36] 3.70
2.00

~,15~299].,<1~9
6.80, 2.60

<1.00
7.74

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00’ <1.00 <1.00 <1.00

4.80
6.20( <1.00

2.20’ 3.34

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00

08/31/99Channel (65÷000
08/31/99 Channel 70+000
08/31/99Channel 75÷000

5.20, 3.00

2.03 4.15
<1.00] 5.33

<1.00 <1.00

<1.00 <1.00

4.001 <1.00
4.10 2.00

2.55] 3.76

<1.00’
<1.00 <1.00

3.80] <1.00

<1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00

<1.00’ 4.03
2.06

<iLb~ 3.28

5.00 1.20
7.00’ 2.20
5.30
6.50 1.60

2.01 4.00
2.57’]’ ~iJb

6.70 1.10
4.70’ 1.70

BOL: Below detection limit.



BOL: Below detection limit.

Table D-3b (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~tg/L)for HSC Red Fish Reef to Morgan’s Point, 1997-1999

Date Reach Station Chlordane
Water Elutriate

Marine Acute Criteria 0.09

Toxapj~~~~J
Water Etutriate

0.21 ,

Total PAll ,~_,_j~laphthalene
Water I Elutnate Water Etutnate

‘

Acenaphthene
Water Elutnale

Fluoranthene
Water Elutriate

‘

Benzo(a)pyrene
Water Elutriate

03/06/97,Channel 425+000
03/06/97Channel__30÷000
10/27/97_Channel 0÷000
10/27/97Channel 5+000
10/27/97Channel 10÷000
10/27/97Channel 15÷000
I 0/27/97 Channel 20÷000
10/27/97_Channel 25+000
10/27/97 Channel 30÷000
10/27/97Channel__35+000
10/27/97, Channel 35÷000
10/27/97 Channel T35÷000
10/27/97 JChannel 40÷000
10/27/97 Channel 45÷000
10/27/97,Channel 50+000
10/27/97,Channel 55+000
10/27/97_Channel 55÷000
10/27/97‘Channel 55+000
10/27/97Channel__60+000
10/27/97Channel 65+000
10/27/97Channel__170÷000
10/27/97_Channel 75÷000
~&~/9~’

1~
annel 0÷000

08/31/99lChannel 5÷000
08/31/99Channel
08/31/99Channel
08/31/99Channel 20÷000
08/31/99],Channel__25+000
08/31/99IChannel ]30+000
08/3I/99~channel__35÷000
08/31/99Channel (35+000
08/31/99Channel 140÷000
08/31/991,Channel__45+000
08/31~99j,ç~~el50÷0o0
,9~,3,~/99j,ch~el55÷000
08/31/99‘Channel 60÷000
08/31/99Channel 60+000
08/31/99_Channel 60÷000
08/31/99 Channel 165÷000
08/31/99 Channel 70÷000
08/31/99 Channel 75÷000

<5.00 <5.00
<5.00 <5.00

I <5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00 <5199

<5.00, <5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<SOOT <5.00

— <5.00 <5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00, ,<599
<5.00
<5.00 <5.00
<5.00 <5,94
<5.00 <5,,90
<5.00 ,<5_99

—_ <5.00 <5.00

<5.00 <5.00
<5.00, <5.00
<5.00] <5.00
<5.00 <5.00

~ <500
<5.00 <5.00
<s.’bol <5.00

<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.101 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14, <0.14
<0.14 <9114
<0.141 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14

,_~9,1,4J,_, <0.14

<0.14 <0.14
<0.141 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14, <0.14

- <0.14 <0.14
<0.14, <0.14

,__<0.14 <0.14
<0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14
<0.14 <0.14

<2.0 <2.0
<2.0 <2.0

<2.0O~’ <2.00
— <2.00 <2.09

<2.00 <2.00
— <2.00 <2.00

<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00,, <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00
<2.00 <2.00

,<2.00, <2.00
<2.00, <209
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00, <2.00
<2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00, <2.00
<200 <2.00
<2.00, <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2~b~.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00I <2.09
<2.00, <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00] <2.0

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

_,,,,,<0.50, <0.50
<0.50, <0.50

<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.sO” <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<050 <050
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50
<0.50 <0.
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.5o~ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <o5o
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.501 . <099
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0 50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0

__<O.50 <0.50
<0.501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50,, <0.50

- <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

~0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<2.0, <2
<2.0 <2.0

<1.501 <iso
<1.50, <1.50
<1.50, <1.50
<I.5O~ <1.50
<1.50,, <1.50
<1.50, <1.50
<1.50 <1.50
<1.50 <1.50
<1.50
<1.50, , <1.50
<1.50 <1.50

— <1.50 <1.50
<1.50, <1.50
<1.50 <1.50
<iso!
<1.50 <1.50
<1.50, <1.50
<1.50, <1.50
<1.50, <1.50
<1.50 <1.50
<2.00 <2.00
<2.04.~ <2.00
<2.00I <2.00

— <2.00, <2.00
<2.OOj, <2.00

<2.001 <2.00

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<2.001 <2.C

<0.50 <0.50
<0.994, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<2.0
<2.00 I <2.0
<2.00] <2.0’

<0.50_, <0.50

— <0.50 <0.50
<0.501 <0.50<5.00L_~5,9O

—

<5.00 <5.00
- __

~ 0
,_<s.ool <5.00
,~5iOb

<5.00 ______

<5.00 <5.00
<s.’0b <5.00

<2.00, <2.00

- .<,?400’ <2.00
<2.0011 <2.00

<0.50 <0.50
<o.so] <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50

<0.50~ <0.50
<0.50, <0.50

<2.00 <2.00
<2.001 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00

—

<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00, <2.00

<2.00
<2.00 —‘ <2.00
<2.00, <2.00
<2.001’

<0.50 <0.50
<o.so,1 <0.50
<0.50 I <0.50
<0.50 I <050

<5.00 <5.00

<0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’_ <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50

— <0.50 <0.50

<2.00’ <2.00
~2.00

<2.001 <2.00

- <0.5,9,,
<050 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.501
<0.50,,__ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50



Table D-3b (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~gIL)for HSC Red Fish Reef to Morgan’s Point, 1997-1 999

Date Reach Station ~Benzo(e)pyrene
Water Elutriate

Marine Acute Criteria

Acenaphthylene
Water Elutriate

Fluorene 1 Anthracene
Water Elutnate Water Etutriate I Water Elutriate

7.7 I

Pyrene
Waler Etutriate

Benzo(a)anthracene
Water Etatnate

‘

<2.50 <2.50
<2.50, <2.50
<1.5 <1.5

— <1.&~ ¶1.5
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5’ <1.5
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5

~ -~

<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5
<1.5 <1.5

‘<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50, <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50’ <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50

03/06/97Channel 25+000
03/06/97TChannel__30+000
10/27/97 Channel 0÷000
10/27/97 Channel 5+000
10/27/97 Channel 10÷000
1,0/27/97 Channel 15+000
10/27/97 Channel 20÷000
10/27/97 Channel 25÷000
10/27/97 Channel 30+000
10/27/97 Channel 35+000
1O/27/97,Channel 35÷000
10/27/97 Channel 35+000

,

10/27/97 Channel 40+000
10/27/97 Channel 145+000,
10/27/97Channel 50÷000
10/27/97 Channel 55+000
10/27/97 Channel 55+000
10/27/97 Channel__55÷000
10/27/97_Channel__‘60+000
10/27/97, Channel 65+000
10/27/97 Channel 70+000
10/27/97 Channel__75+000
08/31/99]Channel 0+000
08/31/99 Channel 5+000
~
08/31/99’Channel 15+000
08/31/99 ‘Channel 20÷000
98/31/99Channel 25+000
08/31/99Channel 30÷000
08/31/99Channel 135+000
08/31/99jChannel 35÷000
08/31/99lCha,onel 40+000
08/31/99Channel 45÷000
08/31/99Channel 50+000
08/31/99Channel 55+000
08/31/99c,,!1169÷000,
08/31/99Channel 160÷000

<O.SOL ,~9190
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.5 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50] <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.so’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
¶9.SO~ 0
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.501 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<050 <0.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50,
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50,
<2.50 <2.50
<2.501 <2.50
<2.50’ <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.591 <2.50
<0.50 <0.50

,_<O.50 <9.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<o.so~ <o.so
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50” <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

-~0~o.50
<o.so’_ <0.50
<0.50” <0.50
<0.50

— <1.00, <1.00
<1.00, <1.00
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

— <1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

— <1.0 <1.0
<1.0 ¶1~9
<1.0’ <1.0
<1.0 ¶119

— <1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

— <1.0’ <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<l.OOI <i.oo
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50” <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50,, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.5 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50, <0.50
<0.59, <0.50
<0.50,, <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50~ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0150

<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.so1 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50,, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50,, <0.50
<0.501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.sol <0.50
<0.501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50~ <0.50
<O.5Oj <0.50
<0.50 I <0.50

<2.50’ <2.50
<2.50 <2.50

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00, <1.00

<1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0’ <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0 <1.0

— <1.0 <1.0
<1.0, <1.0
<1.0, <1.0

<1.50 <1.50
<1.50 <1.50
<iso’ <1.50
<1.50 <1.50
<1.50 <1.50
<1.50 <1.50
<1.50, <1.50
<1.501 <1.50

— <1.50, <1.50
<1.50 <1.50
<1.50 <1
<1.50 <1.50
<iso] <1.50

<1. 50
<1.50 <1.50
<1.50 <1.50
<1.50 <1.50
<1.50’ <1.50
<1.50’ <1.50

<0.50 I <o.5c

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<1.00, <1.00
<0.50’ <0.5(
<0.50,, <0.5(
<0.50, <0.5(

<2.50, <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50

~159,~ <250
— <Z50 <2.50

<2.50’ <259
<2.50~ <2.5008/31/99Channel 60+000

08/31/99Channel 65+000
08/31/99Channel 70+000
08/31/99Channel 75+000

<0.5,9,] <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50’ <0.50

<0.501 <0.50

<0.50’ <0.50
<o.so1 <0.50

,,__<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<2.501 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50
<2.50 <2.50

<1.00] <1.00
<1.001 <i.oo
<1.00 <i.50
<1.00” <1.00
<1.00 <1.00

_±1199J <1.09
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <iloo
<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <iô’o

<0.50, <0.50
<1159j 1150
<0.501 <0.50

‘<0.50 <0.50

- ¶915,91 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
0.50 <0.50

<0.50,,, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.50] <0.50 <0.50 <0.50
<0.501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <~50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

BOL: Below detection limit.



BOL: Below detection limit.

Table D-3b (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~tg/L)for HSC Red Fish Reef to Morgan’s Point, 1997-1999

Date Reach Station Chrysene
Water Etatriate

Marine AcuteCriteria

Benzo(b)fluoranthen!J,~
9

!o(k)fluoranthene J_,_,,Benzo(ghi)perylene ,_J_
Water Etutriate Water Elutnate Water Elutnate

Dibenzo(ah)anthracene
Waler Etutriate

Indeno(123cd)pyrene
Water Etutriate

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10~ <10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

— <0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

— <0.10 <0.10
— <0.I0’ <0.10

<0.10 <0.10
— <0,119], <0.10

<0.101 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <~io
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.101 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.101 <0.10

<0.10] <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 , <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <o.1o
<0.101 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.10

03/06/97 Channel 125+000
03/06/97 Channel 30+000
1O/27/97,Channel ‘1,’O~f000 —

10/27/97 Channel 5÷000 —

10/27/97 Channel 10÷000
10/27/97 ‘Channel 15+000
10/27/97’Channel 20+000 —

10/27/97 Channel 25÷000
10/27/97f~hannel 30+000
10/27/97 Channel 35÷000
10/27/97 Channel 35+000
10/27/97 Channel 35+000
10/27/97 Channel 40÷000
I 0/27/97IChannel 45+000
1 0/27/97 Channel 50+000
10/27/97 Channel 55+000
10/27/97 Channel ‘~55+0OO
10/27/97 Channel 55+000
10/27/97Channel 60÷000
10/27/97Channel ‘65+000
10/27/97Channel 70+000
10/27/97 Channel 75+000
08/31/99Channel 0+000 —

08/31/99Channel 5÷000
— 08/31/99Channel 10÷000—

08/31/99Channel 15+000—

08/31/99Channel 20÷000
08/31/99lChannel ,?5÷000—

08/31/99,Channel 30÷000

<0.50 <0.50
— ‘<0.50 <0.50
— <0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
— <0.50 <0.50

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.so” <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

__<O.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0

‘<0.50 <9~99
<0.50 <0.50

“<b.sol <0.50

— <0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10

— <0.10 <0.10
<o.10

1
<0.10

<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<O.19]_ <o.io

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

— <9.10] <0.10
<o.io( <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10’ <0.,10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.10

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.5o_ <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <o.50
<0.50~ <00
<0.50_ <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<o.so] <0.50
<o.so] <o.so
<0.501 <0.50
<0.501 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0150’ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <0.10 <0.10
<0.101 <0.10

O8/31/99J,Channel 35÷000
08/31/99Channel 35+000 —

08/31/99Channel 40+000
08/31/99IChannel, 45÷000
08/31/99jç~annel 50+000
08/31/99Channel 55÷000
08/31/9~JChannel 60+000
08/31/gglChannel 60÷000
08/31/99Channel 60+000
08/31/99Channel 65÷000
08/31/99Channel 70+000
08/31/99Channel 75+000

<0.10
<0.10,

<0.10

<0.10] <0.10
<0.10’]’ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.10
<0.10
<0.10

<0.10 <0.10

<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10 <OJO

<,9,1,9J <0.10
~0.1o

<0.10 <0.10
— ,_ <

010
L_ <0.10

<0.10 <0.10

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10

<0.50 <0.50

<0.10
<0.10
<0.10

<0.50 <0.50
<0.50,, <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.10
<0.10

<0
<0 10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.59_ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

— <o.50_ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50, <0.50
<0.50,______ <0.50
<0.59_ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 ______ <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50
<0.50 <0.50

<0.10] <0.10
<0.10 ‘<‘o]iO
<0.10 <0.10

<0.10
<0.10
<0.10
<0.10

<0.10

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10

<o.io’ <0.10
<0.10
<0.101 <0.10<0.19

<0.10
<0.10

<0.10 <ow
<0.10

<0.19,1,,, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10



Table D-3b (Continued)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~igIL)for HSC Red Fish Reef to Morgan’s Point, 1997-1999

Date Reach Station TotPesticides Aldrin
Water Elutriate Water Elutriate

Marine Acute Criteria 1.3

Dieldrin ,~‘ Endosulfan
Water Elutnate I Water Etutriate

0.71 I 0.034

Endrin
Water Etutriate

0.037

Heptachlor ~,, Hexachlorocyclohexane
Water Elutriale Water Elutriate

0.053 0.16

<0.04, <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.03 <0.03
<0.031 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03, <9,94
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03, <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03, <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03’ <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04

<1.00 <1.00
<1.00 <1.00
<2,00’ <2.00
<2.00] <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2,00
<2.00 <299
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00, <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00, <2.00
<2.00 <2.00

— <2.00, <2.00
<2.00 <2:00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00’ <2.00
<2.00 <2.00

— <2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00]’ <aoo
<2.00 <200

— <2.00 <2.00
— <2.00’ <2.00

<2.001 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00

<0.02, <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02, <0.
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02

— <0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <9192
<0.02 <0.92
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.021 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<o.o2~ <0.02
<0.02, <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02, <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02’] <0.02
<0.02I <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02I <0.02

03/06/97Channel 25+000
03/06/97 ‘Channel 30+000
‘i’O~ha,]~el 0÷000
10/27/97 Channel 5÷000
10/27/97 Channel ‘10+000
10/27/97Channel 15+000
10/27/97Channel 20+000
10/27/97 Channel 25÷000
10/27/97 Channel 30+000
10/27/97Channel 35÷000
10/27/97, Channel 35+000
10/27/97 Channel 35+000
10/27/97 Channel 40+000
10/27/97Channel 45+000 —

10/27/97‘Channel 50+000 —

10/27/97Channel 55÷000
10/27/971 Channel 55+000
10/27/97 Channel 55+000
10/27/97 Channel 60+000
10/27/97 Channel 65÷000
10/27/97’Channel 70÷000 —

10/27/97 Channel 75+000
08/31/99Channel 0÷000
08/31/99 (Channel 5+000
08/31/99Channel 10+000
08/31/99Channel Ii s÷ooo

,_9~~~hei”’’ 20+000
08/31/99(Channel 25+000 —

08/31/99Channel 30+000
08/31/99Channel, ,j,35÷000
08/31/99 Channel 135+000 —

08/31/99Channel 40+000

___49~1i!~jchannel 45÷000
08/31/9g

4
Channel 50+090

08/31/99Channel 55+000
08/31/99Channel 60÷000
08/31/99Channel 60+900 —

O8~,1~99,phannel60÷oo0
08/31/99Channel 65+000
08/31/99 Channel ‘7b~Obb”
08/31/99Channel ‘75÷000

<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.02” <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02, <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02

— <0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02, <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02

<0.10 <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0:10, <0.10
<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0:101 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

“<0.101 <0.10
<0.101 <o.io
<0.10 <0,10
<0:10’ <0.10

— <0.10 <0.10
<o.io <9:10

<0.10 <0.10
<o.io~ ~
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0:10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10~ <0.1,0
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.101 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<0.6 <0.6
<0.6 <0.6

<0.04 <0.04
<0.04,, <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04, <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.041 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04k ¶9,9,4
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04’ <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04

<0.06 <0.06
<0.06 <0.06
<9.06, <0.06
<0.06 <0.06
<0.06 <0.06
<0.06 <0.06
<0.06 <0.06

<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.05 <0.05
<9,49, <0.05
<0.05 <0.05
<O.05_ <0.05
<0.05 <0.05
<0.05,, <0.05
<0.05 <0.05
<0.05, <0.05
<0.05 <0.05
<0.05
<0.05, <0.05
<0.05, <0.05
<0.05, <0.05
<0.05, <0.05
<0.05, <0.05
<0.05 <0.05
<0.05 <0.05
<0.05, <0.05
<0.05, <0.05
<0.05 <0.05

<0.04 <0.04
<0.04, <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04] <o.o~<2.007 ¶29,0

<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.001 <2.00
<2.00, <2.00

<0.04] <0.04

<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03

<0.04’ <0.04
<0.04’ <0.0~

<2.00 <2.00
<2.00] <2.00

<0.04’ <0.04
<0.04’ <0.04
<0.04’ <0.04

<O.05_ <0.05
<0.05 <0.05
<0.05 <0.05
<0.05 <0.05
<0.05’ <0.05

<2.00 <2.00
<2.00’ <2.00
<2.001 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00
<2.00 <2.00

<0.021 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02’ <9~9?
<O.02~ <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02, <0.9,?
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
~‘O.02’ <04?
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02
<0.02 <0.02

<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03

<0.10~ <0.1’

<0.05
<0.05

<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.O4~ <0.04
<0.04 <0.04
<0.04 <0.04

<0.06 <0.06 <0.03 <0.03
<0.06, <0.06 <0.03’ <0.03

<0.05
<0.05

<0.04 <0.04

<0.10, <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.1O~ <0.10
<0.10 <0.10
<0.10’ ‘

<0.03 <0.03
<9,9,3 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 1 <0.03

<0.05 <0.05
<0.05, <0.05
<0.05, <0.05
<0,9,5,,,, <0.05
<0.05 <0.05

<0.06] <0.06
<0.061 <006
<0.06,,, <0.06
<0.06 <0.06
<0.06 <0.06
<0.06’ <0.06
<O.O~”~b’06
<0.06 <0.06

<0.05
<0.05,
<0.05<0.03 <0.03

<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03 <0.03
<0.03’ <0.03

<0.05
<0.05
<0.05

<0.05 <0.05
<0.05 <0.05
<0.05 <0.05
<0.05 <0.05

BOL: Below detection limit.



Table D-3b (Concluded)
USACE Water and Elutriate Concentrations (~igIL)for HSC Red Fish Reef to Morgan’s Point, 1997-1999

03/06/97Channel 25÷000 ___________ ________

03/06/97Channel 30+000 ________ _________

10/27/97_Channel 0+000 _____________ _________

— 10/27/97Channel 5÷000 ___________ ________

10/27/97Channel 10+000 ______

10/27/97 Channel 15÷000 _____

10/27/97Channel 20+000 ______________ _________

10/27/97Channel 25÷000
10/27/97jChannel 30+000 ______ _________

— 10/27/97Channel 35+000 — _____

10/27/971,Channel 35÷000 ______ ________

10/27/97,Channel 35+000 _________

10/27/97Channel 40÷000
10/27/97Channel ,45÷000 __________

10/27/97Channel 50+000 __________

10/27/97 Channel 55+000 ______ ________

1O/27/97,Channel ,jss÷000 ______________

10/27/97Channel 55+000
10/27/97]Channel 60+000 _________

10/27/97Channel , 65÷000
10/27/97Channel 70+000
10/27/97Channel 75÷000 __________

08/31/99Channel 0+000 _______________

08/31/gglChannel ‘fs÷ooo — ________________

08/31/99Channel]‘10’s’000~000 __________

08/31/99Channel 115+000
08/31/99Channel ~~T~

20~
ooo—

08/31/99Channel 25÷000 — _________

08/31/99Channel 30÷000
08/31/99Channel , 135+000 ________________

08/31/g9
1

Channel J35÷000
08/31/99 Channel ,140+000 ________________

08/31/991,Channel 145÷000 ____________ ______

08/31/99 jçhannel 50÷000” _____ ________ _______

08/31/99 Channel 55+000 ________________

—. 08/31/99 Channel 60÷000 _____________ _________

08/31/99IChann~,,_,~,49,~009,,,,____, — —______

08/31/99 Channel 60÷000 ______________ _____

08/31/99 IChanne’i”1’50~bo0”
08/31/99 Channel ‘70÷000 —

08/31/99 Channel 175+000

BOL: Below detection limit.

Date Reach Station TotPetrolllC
Water Elutriate

Marine Acute Criteria

TotPhenols
Water Elutriate

‘

TotSulfides
Water Elutnale

Ammonia
Water Elutriate

10300 <100
101999] <100

I —

<0.101 <0.10
<0.10 <0.10

<50.0, <50.0
<50.0, <50.0

0.28 <0.03
0.28, <0.03

““1 —

“-H



Table D-4
Chemical Analysis of Sediment Cores in Proposed Berthing Areas

Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3 Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3
FS-25 FS-26

Parameter Units 0’ - 10 10’ - 20’ 30’ - 40’ 0’ - 10’ 10’ - 20’ 30’ - 40’

TOC mg/kg 100 4998 4332 4438 4691 2167 1589

% Solids % 0.1 74.3 76.4 78.9 74.0 78.2 81.2

Metals
Arsenic mg/kg 0.10 2.6 11.1 4.7 3.7 5.8 7.5

Barium mg/kg 0.10 26.9 34.8 29.2 26.2 155 98.9

Cadmium mg/kg 0.10 NO 0.3 NO NO NO ND

Chromium mg/kg 0.10 19.8 14.8 14.9 6.7 11.3 12.0

Copper mg/kg 0.10 5.3 3.9 5.0 4.7 7.5 11.8

Lead mg/kg 0.10 7.4 3.1 7.5 0.3 0.5 13.2

Mercury mg/kg 0.02 0.053 0.046 0.050 0.026 0.023 0.040

Nickel mg/kg 0.10 6.7 12.3 14.3 6.8 12.4 14.9

Selenium mg/kg 0.20 NO NO ND NO ND ND

Silver mg/kg 0.10 ND NO ND ND ND ND

Zinc mg/kg 0.10 31.9 48.2 58.7 30.4 36.4 47.6

PCBs
PCB1O16 jig/kg 1.0 NO NO NO ND ND NO

PCB1221 jig/kg 1.0 NO NO ND ND ND ND

PC81242 jig/kg 1.0 NO NO ND ND NO ND

PCB1248 jig/kg 1.0 ND ND ND ND ND ND

PCB1254 jig/kg 1.0 ND ND NO ND ND ND

PCBI26O jig/kg 1.0 ND ND NO ND ND NO

PCB1232 jig/kg 1.0 NO ND ND ND ND ND

PCB-Total jig/kg 1.0 NO NO ND ND ND ND

Pesticides
Aidrin jig/kg 10 ND ND ND ND ND ND

Chlordane jig/kg 10 NO NO ND ND ND ND

Dieldrin jig/kg 10 ND NO NO ND ND ND

4,4 DDT jig/kg 10 ND ND ND ND ND ND

Endrin jig/kg 5 ND ND NO ND ND ND

Endosulfan I jig/kg 10 ND NO ND ND ND ND

Neptachlor jig/kg 10 NO ND ND ND ND ND

Lindane jig/kg 10 NO NO NO ND NO ND

Toxaphene jig/kg 50 ND ND ND ND ND NO

Total PAH
Naphthalene jig/kg 20 ND ND ND ND ND NO

Acenaphthene jig/kg 20 ND ND ND NO ND ND

Phenanthrene jig/kg 20 ND ND ND ND ND ND

Fluoranthene jig/kg 20 NO ND ND NO ND ND

Chrysene jig/kg 20 ND ND ND ND ND ND

Benzo (A) Anthracene jig/kg 20 NO NO ND ND NO ND

Benzo (A) Pyrene jig/kg 20 NO ND NO ND ND ND

Total PAH mg/kg 0.50 ND ND ND NO ND ND

440622/020135 D-1
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Stream Access Lake/Bay Access

BAYTOWN
BOWIE PARK BOWIE SCHOOL, CLAYTON DR. 9 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES
ADAM'S FISHING PIER MARKET ST. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 NO GOOSE CREEK
ALLENBROOK 4111 ALLENBROOK DR. 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
ANSON-JONES SCHOOL PARK STIMSON ST. 11 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES
BARKULOO PARK W. EL RANCHO DR. 6 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X
BAYLAND PARK HWY. 146 AT GOOSE CRK. 31 10 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 400 0 0 YES X GALVESTON BAY
BAYTOWN MARINA 1512 1/2 JOHN'S RD. 18 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 NO X X CEDAR BAYOU
BAYTOWN SENIOR SOFTBALL COMPLEX HEMLOCK DR. AT CRAIGMONT BLVD. 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X X
BAYTOWN SOCCER PARK VILLAGE LN. 18 10 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 YES X X
BICENTENNIAL PARK LEE DR. + MARKET ST. 11 6 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO GOOSE CREEK
BRIARWOOD PARK BRIARWOOD ST. + PARKWAY DR. 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES
BUSCH TERRACE AVE. K 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
CARVER JONES PARK CARVER JONES SCHOOL, WILLOW ST. 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
CEDAR BAYOU PARKSITE FM 1942 AT CEDAR BAYOU 154 0 154 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
CENTRAL HEIGHTS PARK ATLANTIC ST. 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X
DALE ST. PARK DALE + SHERIDAN STS. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
DUKE HILL PARK BARRYMORE + W. MAIN STS. 15 8 7 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X
EAST LITTLE LEAGUE PARK 10TH ST. 11 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X X
EDDIE HURON PARK BUSCH RD. 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
F.D. MURDOCK PARK DANUBINA ST. 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
GOOSE CREEK PARK W. TEXAS AVE. AT GOOSE CRK. 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 100 0 0 YES GOOSE CREEK
GRAY SPORTS COMPLEX EAST RD. 60 30 30 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 7 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 YES X X X
JENKINS HOLLAWAY PARK CROSBY ST. + CEDAR BAYOU RD. 70 35 35 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 2 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X X X X CARYS BAYOU
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS PARK N. COLUMBIA ST. 16 5 11 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X E. FORK GOOSE CR.
MCELROY PARK CRAIGMONT BLVD. + BAKER RD. 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 YES X
NEWCASTLE PARK N. NEWCASTLE ST. 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
NORTH LITTLE LEAGUE PARK LYNCHBURG + CEDAR BAYOU RD. 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X X
N.C. FOOTE PARK W. MAIN ST. BY CIVIC CTR. 8 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 YES X X
PELLY PARK S. MAIN ST. 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X X X
REPUBLIC OF TEXAS PLAZA N. MAIN ST. 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES
ROSELAND PARK E. TEXAS AVE. + ROSELAND DR. 22 22 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 YES X X CEDAR BAYOU
RUFUS BERGERON PARK KENTUCKY + GEORGIA STS. 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X
SHEPPARD PARK DECKER DR. + W. TEXAS AVE. 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES
TRAVIS SCHOOL PARK BAYWAY DR. 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X
UNIDAD PARK AIRHART + LYNCHBURG RD. 16 10 6 0 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X X
WALKER PARK RIVER BEND DR. 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X
WESTWOOD PARK W. SCHRECK ST. 15 8 7 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X X X
W.C. BRITTON PARK ARIZONA + S. DAKOTA STS. 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES GOOSE CREEK
W.C. JACKSON PARK PLAYGROUND W. TEXAS AVE. 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X
SUBTOTAL BAYTOWN 561 254 307 0 0 0 0 18 30 0 20 5 18 24 0 0 7 4 500 6 4

BEACH CITY
MCCOLLUM PARK 11 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X TRINITY BAY
THOMPSONS FISHING CAMP OFF TRI-CITY BCH RD AT ASH LAK 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 X X TRINITY BAY
SUBTOTAL BEACH CITY 15 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
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Stream Access Lake/Bay Access

GALVESTON
PLEASURE ISLAND FISHING 9301 AVE J 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 X X WEST BAY
10TH ST. GROIN 10TH ST AT SEAWALL BLVD 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 NO GULF OF MEXICO
29TH ST. GROIN 29TH ST AT SEAWALL BLVD 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 GULF OF MEXICO
29TH & CHURCH PLAYLOT 29TH ST AT AVE F 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
37TH ST. GROIN 37TH ST AT SEAWALL BLVD 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 GULF OF MEXICO
ADOUE PARK 11TH + 12TH STS BTWN AVES G H 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
ALAMO PARK 51 53RD STS + AVES M1/2 N 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
ASHTON VILLA 2328 BROADWAY 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X X X
ATHLETIC FIELD COMPLEX 3400 83RD ST 18 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 NO
AUSTIN SCHOOL PLAYGROUND 16TH ST. & M 1/2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
BAYOU HAVEN R.V. PARK 6310 HEARDS LN. 3 3 0 0 84 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 200 0 0 OFFATTS BAYOU
BEACH POCKET PARK SITE #3 FM 3005 AT 11 M RD 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X X X GULF OF MEXICO
BEACH POCKET PARK #1 FM 3005 AT 7.5 M RD 8 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X X X GULF OF MEXICO
BEACH POCKET PARK #2 FM 3005 AT 9.5 M RD 8 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X X X GULF OF MEXICO
BEACH POCKET PARK #4 FM 3005 AT SAN LUIS PASS 71 0 58 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO GULF OF MEXICO
BURNETT PARK 55TH-57TH STS, & AVES S-T 8 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 NO
CENTRAL TENNIS COURTS 32ND ST AT AVE I 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
CROCKETT PARK 53 55TH STS + AVES S1/2 T 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
DELLANERA PARK FM 3005 AND SEVEN-MILE ROAD 16 9 0 7 84 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 X X X GULF OF MEXICO
EAST BEACH TRAVEL PARK SEAWALL BLVD. 30 20 10 0 159 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 GULF OF MEXICO
ELISSA PIER 21 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 X X X GALVESTON SHIP CHANNEL
FLAGSHIP HOTEL T HEAD FISHING PI 2501 SEAWALD 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 GALVESTON BAY
FT. CROCKETT SEAWALL PARK INT 47TH ST AND SEAWALL BLVD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 X GULF OF MEXICO
GALVESTON GROINS SEAWALL BLVD. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 NO GULF OF MEXICO
GALVESTON ISLAND SP 7 M SW OF GALVESTON FM 3005 2,013 NA NA NA 160 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X GULF OF MEXICO
GALVESTON YACHT BASIN 715 HOLIDAY DR 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 GALVESTON BAY
JONES PARK 70TH 71ST AT JONES DRIVE 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
KEMPNER PARK 27TH 28TH STS + AVE N O 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
LASKER PARK 42ND 43RD STS + AVE P Q 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
LASSIE LEAGUE FIELDS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT AT 83RD ST 20 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
LINDALE PARK 4TH + MARINE STS 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X X
MENARD PARK 27TH 28TH + AVE Q TO SWLL BLVD 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO GULF OF MEXICO
PIRATE'S GALVESTON MUN. GOLF 1700 SYDNOR LANE (W. OF AIRPORT) 173 173 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 X X
R A APFFEL PARK EASTERN TIP OF GALVESTON ISLND 655 300 0 355 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 X X GULF OF MEXICO
SAN JACINTO PARK 19TH 20TH STS BTWN AVES K L 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
SCHREIBER PARK 81ST + BELUCHE 25 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
SEA ISLE MARINA BURNET DR. IN SEA ISLE SUBDIV. 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 X X WEST BAY
SEAWALL TRAIL 61ST ST. TO STEWARTS BEACH 12 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X GULF OF MEXICO
SEAWOLF PARK PELICAN ISLAND 16 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 X X GALVESTON BAY
SHIELD PARK 32RD 33RD STS + AVE E F 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
SOUTH JETTY NE END OF SEAWALL BLVD 59 0 59 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 NO GULF OF MEXICO
STEWART BEACH PARK 4TH + BEACH 49 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 X X GULF OF MEXICO
WASHINGTON PARK 61ST ST AT OFFATTS BAYOU 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 NO X X X OFFATTS BAYOU
WRIGHT CUNEY PARK 40 41ST STS + AVE G H 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
SUBTOTAL GALVESTON 3,262 736 138 375 487 1 11 3 15 1 5 4 19 1 8 0 2 0 200 10 22



TABLE E-1
INVENTORY OF PARKS AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES

Park Name Park Address T
ot

al
 A

cr
es

D
ev

el
op

ed
 A

cr
es

U
nd

ev
el

. A
cr

es

O
pe

n 
S

pa
ce

 A
c.

C
am

ps
ite

s

G
ro

up
 C

am
ps

ite
s

P
rim

iti
ve

 C
am

p 
A

c.

G
ro

up
 S

he
lte

rs
/P

av
ili

on
s

P
la

yg
ro

un
ds

G
ol

f C
ou

rs
es

M
ul

tiu
se

 C
ou

rt
s

B
as

ke
tb

al
l C

ou
rt

s

D
ou

bl
es

T
en

ni
s 

C
ou

rts

M
ul

iu
se

 F
ie

ld
s

S
of

tb
al

l F
ie

ld
s

Fo
ot

ba
ll 

Fi
el

ds

S
oc

ce
r 

F
ie

ld
s

P
oo

ls

Y
ds

 o
f B

an
k 

F
is

hi
ng

B
oa

t R
am

ps

F
is

hi
ng

 S
tr

uc
tu

re
s

H
an

di
ca

p 
F

ac
ili

tie
s

A
rc

ho
lo

gi
ca

l S
ite

H
is

to
ric

 S
ite

N
at

at
or

iu
m

R
od

eo
 A

re
na

M
ar

in
a

B
B

Q
 G

ril
ls

C
on

ce
ss

io
n 

S
ta

nd

R
es

tr
oo

m
s

Stream Access Lake/Bay Access

LA PORTE
FAIRMONT PARK FARRINGTON DR 16 11 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
BOOTH HOMES PARK 529 NORTH 14TH 3 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO LITTLE CEDAR BAYOU
CENTRAL PARK SAN JACINTO AT G ST 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 NO
CITY PARK 1523 LOMAX SCHOOL RD 7 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X X
CREEKMOUNT PARK CENTER + UNDERWOOD 5 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
GLEN MEADOW FARRINGTON DR. 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
LITTLE CEDAR BAYOU PARK PARK CEDAR ST 60 8 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO LITTLE CEDAR BAYOU GALVESTON BAY
NORTHSIDE CIVIC CENTER PARK 4TH STREET 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
OHIO STREET PARK OHIO ST 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
PETE GILLIAN HOLMES ST 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
PFEIFFER PARK H STREET AT 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
SYLVAN BEACH 100 BAYSHORE DR 31 31 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 5,280 1 3 YES X X X X GALVESTON BAY
TOM BROWN PARK LOBIT STREET 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
SUBTOTAL LA PORTE 141 71 70 0 0 0 0 3 12 0 0 3 4 2 4 0 0 1 5,280 1 3

MORGAN'S POINT
MORGAN'S POINT CITY PARK E. MAIN ST. 2 MI E OF HWY 146 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X X

PASADENA
QUEENS PARK QUEENS RD AT SO HOUSTON RD 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
ARMAND BAYOU NATURE CENTER 8600 BAY AREA BLVD 1,639 20 1,619 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 YES X X X X ARMAND BAYOU MUD L.
ARMANDS BAYOU PARK BAY AREA BLVD AT RED BLUFF RD 415 0 415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO ARMAND BAYOU
BEN-BRIAR PARK 1115 BENNETT DR 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
BLISS MEADOW PARK 5900 SOUTHMEADOW DR 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
BOWLING GREEN SAN AUGUSTINE AT ALABAMA 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
BRAMLEY PARK 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
CASCADE PARK CASCADE AND SOUTHMORE 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
COMMUNITY PARK RED BLUFF AND COMMUNITY SW 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
CRANE PARK SHAW AT SPOONER 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
CRENSHAW STREET PARK 1600 CRENSHAW 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
CRESTHAVEN PARK SPENCER HWY AND DENKHAM SW 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
DEEPWATER OPTOMIST PARK 503 PARKWOOD DRIVE 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
DEEPWATER PLAYLOT 3704 MEADOWLAKE 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
FAIRMONT PARK 714 FAIRMONT 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
GARDEN PARK #1 SCOTT AND LAWRENCE SE 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
GARDEN PARK #2 HARRIS AND MINERVA NW 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
GOLDEN ACRES PARK LILY + OAK ST. 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
KNOB HILL PLAY LOT 7500 BLK KNOB HILL 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
LIGHT COMPANY PARK SHAW AT PARK STREET 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
MEMORIAL PARK 500 W. JACKSON 49 28 21 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 NO VINCE BAYOU
OAKS DRIVE PLAY LOT LOCK LANE AND OAKS DR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
PARK LANE PLAY LOT PARK LN. + VINCE ST. 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
PARKGATE NORTH 3900 ZUNI TRL. 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
PASADENA BLVD PARK 1600 PASADENA BLVD 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
PASADENA HIGHLANDS PARK SOUTHMORE AND CURTIS SW 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
PASADENA RODEO GROUNDS & C.C. 7600 RED BLUFF 106 106 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO HORSE PIN BAYOU
PAT JOHNSON PARK EAST BELTWAY 8 DRIVE 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
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Stream Access Lake/Bay Access

PINE PARK BEVERLY + PINE 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
RED BLUFF PARK SW OF BURKE AND NORMAN STS 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
REVELON PARK FOSTER + HANKAMER STS. 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SAN JACINTO COLLEGE GOLF COURSE ON FAIRMONT, BEHIND COLLEGE 80 80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SATSUMA PARK SATSUMA ST. 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
SHERWOOD PARK 909 SHERWOOD 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 NO
SOUTH AVENUE PARK 800 BLK. OF SOUTH AVE. 10 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
SOUTH BURKE PARK 5000 BURKE RD. 100 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO UNNAMED
SOUTHMORE PARK (EAST) SOUTHMORE AND RED BLUFF 12 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
STRAWBERRY PARK SW OF PARKSIDE + STRAWBERRY STS. 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 15 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
SUNSET PARK SW OF RICHIE + ELLAINE STS. 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0
TATAR PLAY LOT TARTAR + GARDLER STS. 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
VERMILLION PARK VERMILLION & JACKSON 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
SUBTOTAL PASADENA 2,554 388 2,160 6 0 0 2 6 34 1 1 20 21 9 5 1 0 5 2 0 0

SEABROOK
SECOND STREET EASEMENT 2ND ST. FROM BRYAN TO TODVILLE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 800 0 0 NO
BAYBROOK PARK TODDVILLE RD AT W FLAMINGO DR 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X
CLEAR LAKE EXTENSION 5001 NASA RD 1 43 10 33 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 2 0 6 0 7 0 2,333 2 1 YES X X CLEAR LAKE
CLEAR LAKE PARK 5001 E NASA RD 1 17 17 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 YES CLEAR LAKE
HOLBROOK FRIENDSHIP PARK RED BLUFF RD + PARK AVE 12 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
LAKESIDE YACHTING CENTER NEAR HWY 146 ON NASA RD. 1 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 X X X CLEAR L.
MIRAMAR PARK HAMMER AT MYER 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 NO X
PINE GULLY PARK PINE GULLY FROM TODVILLE TO BAY 26 12 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 X PINE GULLY GALVESTON BAY
REX MEADOR PARK BAYBREEZE AVE 7 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
SEABROOK COMMUNITY CENTER COOK AND FIRST 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
SEABROOK PARK 1805 MEYER RD. 8 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 YES X X
SEABROOK SHIPYARD 1013 10TH ST. (JENNINGS ISLAND) 55 55 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 X CLEAR CREEK
SEASCAPE FIELD TODDVILLE AT W FLAMINGO RD 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
WILDWOOD PARK W. SIDE OF OCEANVIEW DR. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO WILDWOOD BAYOU
SUBTOTAL SEABROOK 183 129 54 0 0 0 0 7 7 0 0 1 8 6 8 0 7 2 3,133 4 4

SHOREACRES
SHOREACRES CITY PARK PARK PLACE OAKDALE 501 OKDL 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Stream Access Lake/Bay Access

TEXAS CITY
LULAC PARK 2924 29TH ST. N 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
AMBURN PARK 3909 19TH ST N 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 X
BAYOU GOLF CLUB 25 AVE. NORTH, N. ON 146 200 200 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X MOSES BAYOU
BRASLAU PARK 100 5TH ST N 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
BREMOND PARK TEXAS AVE AND 23RD S 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X X X
CARL NESSLER CIVIC CENTER 9TH AVE N FROM 14TH 21ST ST N 55 55 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 6 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 YES X X X X
CARVER PARK & LINCOLN GYM 6415 PARK AVE 25 25 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 1 40 0 0 YES X X CARVER L.
CLAIRMONT PARK VANCE AVE 31RD ST N 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
DICKINSON BAYOU BOAT RAMP #2 HWY 146 AT DICKINSON BAY 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 NO DICKINSON BAYOU DICKINSON BAY
DOLLAR BAY BAIT CAMP 400 BAY ST. 5 2 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 800 1 0 MOSES LAKE
EASTSIDE PARK 301 2ND AVE N 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
FATIMA FIELD 1600 9TH AVE N 20 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
FIREFIGHTER PARK 107 LOGAN ST N 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
FIRST BAPTIST FIELD 1400 9TH AVE N 6 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FISH SPOT PIER 4009 20TH ST. N. 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 NO MOSES L.
FLORANCE PARK 3406 MAGNOLIA AVE 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
FRANK B DAVISON HOME 109 3RD AVE N 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X X
FREEWAY PARK GULF FRWY FEEDER SKYLINE DR 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
GODARD PARK LOOP 197 23RD ST N 21 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X X X
GOODSON PARK 19TH AVE N AT 11TH ST N 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
HEIGHTS PARK 5TH AVE. N ABOUT 23RD ST N 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
HEIGHTS SCHOOL FIELD 23RD ST 5TH AVE N 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
HOLLAND PARK N HUMBLE CAMP RD 36 10 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
INSLEY PARK 126 1ST AVE S 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
JACK LAWRENCE BEACH PARK E. END OF TEXAS CITY DIKE 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 NO X X GALVESTON BAY
JOHNSON PARK 318 22ND AVE N 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
KOHFELDT PARK NORTH ORCHID ST 10 5 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X INDUSTRIAL CANAL
LIGHTED FISHING PIER E TEXAS CITY DIKE AT BAY ST 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 GALVESTON BAY
NOBLE PARK 1100 9TH AVE N 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
NORTHSIDE FIELD 21ST ST AT 19TH AVE N 7 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
NUCKOLS PARK 5TH AVE S & 11TH ST S 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
OAK PARK BURR OAK LN OAK DR 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
ROBINSON STADIUM PLAYGROUND 1400 29TH ST,NORTH 17 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X X X
SANDERS CENTER 801 3RD AND AVE S 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 YES X X X
ST JOHNS FIELD 1432 16TH AVE N 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
STEED PARK 2101 16TH AVE N 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X
TARPEY PARK 1401 BAY ST N 19 19 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X X X RAINWATER CANAL GALVESTON BAY
TEXAS CITY DIKE BAY ST. AT 8TH AVE. N. 94 75 19 0 24 0 30 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,800 10 5 YES X X X X X GALVESTON BAY
THE FISH SPOT 20TH ST. NORTH & 36TH AVE. 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 X 21ST ST. CHANNEL MOSES LAKE
TRAHAN PARK 401 13TH ST S 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO X X
WALKER PARK 1101 13TH AVE N 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
WATER RESERVOIR PARK HWY 146 & MOSES LAKE 80 15 65 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 900 0 0 NO X X X GALVESTON CO. RES.
WESTLAND RIDGE PARK 8524 SHILOH AVE 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
WESTVIEW PARKWAY 13TH 19TH AVE 16TH ST N 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 NO
SUBTOTAL TEXAS CITY 667 520 143 4 24 0 33 16 26 1 2 9 10 5 7 2 0 4 3,540 16 7

GRAND TOTAL 7,387 2,116 2,873 385 511 1 46 53 126 3 28 42 81 47 33 3 16 16 12,655 38 40

Source:  TPWD, 1987.
NA - Not available from source document; totals will not add.
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Report to the Mayor ~nd City Commission

Purpose Statement

Vision 2020 is a culminationof thoughtsandconcernsby focusgroups
andcommitteemembersto developa plan of actionwhich will continue
the organized direction createdby Goals 2000 and will guide our
communityinto the Twenty-firstCentury.
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Report to the Mayor and City Commission

Vision Statement

A city of the future in which a prosperous,diverseeconomic base is strengthenedby a
commitmentto serveasan internationalleaderin emergingtechnologieswith opportunities
for all economicandsociallevels in an inclusive environmentthat balancesbroadinteraction
amongall races,ethnicities,andcultures. A leaderin industry,business,andfinancelocated
with immediateaccessto majorlandand air transportationarteries,while maintaininga small
town atmosphereand conveniencewith varied cultural and recreational opportunities
emphasizingthearts,dining andentertainment.

TEXAS CITY--A city with an All Americanheritageandan All World futureasa leaderin:

• Technology
• Recreational/SportingDevelopment
• Family OrientedValuesandActivities
• EducationalExcellence
• EnvironmentalandEcologicalAdvances
• Entertainment:TheArts, Shopping,andDining
• Aestheticallypleasingbusinessandresidentialfacilities
• WorkforceEducationandTraining
• DevelopingandSupportinga DiverseEconomy

Vision 2020 Committee Page 3
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Report to the Mayor and City Commission

The Vision 2020 Process

The Vision 2020processemployedthreeformsof public discussionto assurebothabroad
outreachandfull deliberationof optionsandideas. Thethreeformswere

1. Interviews-- approximately50 key persons.Leadersfrom varioussectorsrangingfrom
neighborhoodsto businessorganizations,from schoolsto chambersof commerce.Each
leaderwasextensivelyinterviewedone-on-oneby individual consultants.

2. Focus groups -- twelvevolunteersweretrainedto be facilitatorsand/orrecordersfor focus
groups. Thentwelvefocusgroups,involving differenttypesof people,gatheredin different
areasofthecity. In thefocusgroupsthefacilitatorsintroducedideasbutdidn’t try to leadthe
discussions.This input reflectswhatideasengagepeoplein deeper,morereflective
conversations.Theresultswereextremelyuseful in evaluatingideasexpressedin the
interviewsandin structuringtheterminologyofconceptsin “the citizen’slanguage.”
Approximately150 peoplewereengagedextensivelyin this phaseoftheprocess.

3. Strategic deliberation by a diversecorpsofapproximately20 communityleadersto work
throughtheideasgeneratedfrom theotherformsof input anddecideuponpriorities and
assignmentsfor action

The initial interviewsproducedasummaryof ideasshapedaroundstrengths,weaknesses,
opportunities,barriersto opportunities,threatsandthemosturgentpriorities. Theseinterview
resultswerepresentedto thesteeringcommitteefor reaction,andthenstructuredintoconceptsthat
couldbe testedin thefocusgroups.

Thenextstepwastheselectionoffocusgroupvolunteers.Thevolunteerswerechosenasa
diversegroupofpersonswho couldholdtheir own emotionsin checkwhile theyencouragedothers
to talk. Thefocusgroupleadersweretrainedin ahalf-daylong sessionby theconsultants.

Community discussionswereorganizedasfocusgroups. Thegroupswererecruitedfrom
differentsegmentsofthepopulation,andscheduledoverthesummerandearlyfall. Volunteers
wrote extensivereportsofthefocusgroupdiscussionswhich wereanalyzedandsummarizedby the
consultants.Theconsultantsthenpresentedthefindingsfrom thefocusgroupsat an all day retreat
of thesteeringcommittee.

The first all-day retreatproducedtheelementsofavision statementandthebasicalternatives
that mightbecomethegoals-- organizedby suchsubjectareasas‘economicdevelopmentand
tourism’. Theresultsofthefirst retreatwerethentakento asecondall-day retreatwherethespecific
contentfor thevision statementwasagreedto, thegoalsagreedto andprioritized andactionsteps
identifiedfor eachofthehighestpriority goals.

Thefinal stepoftheprocessis a draftreportwhich is to be reviewedby thesteering
committeefor any final changes.

Theprocesswasextensiveandshouldproduceahigh quality setofactionplans. However,
like any goodplanningproduct,it will needperiodicreviewsto determinewhatchanges,if any,are
needed.It alsoneedsto be followed by anextensiveeffort to makesureprogressis appropriately
celebrated.TexasCity did thatwith its Goals2000initiative, andbecameanationalmodelwith its
All-America City Award in 1997.
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~portto the Mayor and City Commission

Early Action Steps

EconomicDevelopmentand Tourism

Underthis generalcategory,3 goalswerechosenasimmediatepriorities. Thesewere:

A. An economywhich is sufficientlydiversesothat adownturnin any one areadoesnot
materiallyaffect theeconomyasawhole

B. An economythatattractsresidentsandhigherincome/skilledpeople
C. Contaminatedsiteshavebeenturnedintoproductiveproperties

Goal A, an economywhich is sufficiently diversesothat a downturn in any one area doesnot
materially affect the economyasa whole -- wasassignedfourkey objectives:

(A-i) Currentbusinesseshavestayedandprospered
(A-2) An aggressiverecruitmentteamis in operationwith assistancefrom peoplewith a good

trackrecord
(A-3) Assetsare inventoriedfor diversification
(A-4) Wetlandshavebeenidentified, classified,andappropriatelyprotectedandutilized

Thehighestpriority objectivewas(A-i), CurrentBusinesseshavestavedandprospered.
Responsibilityforthis objectivewasassignedto theEconomicDevelopmentCorporationto work in
collaborationwith local governmentbodies,contractorsandotherkeyplayers. Therewerethree
earlyactionstepsidentified.

Action Step 1 - Developgoodlinesofcommunicationwith uppermanagementof existingplants
- timeline 6 months

Action Step 2 - Bring togetheran assemblageofplant managersandunion representativesto be a
proactiveforceto keepplantoperationsin TexasCity - timeline 12 months

Action Step 3 - Developa supportsystemfor local servicecontractors- timeline6 months

Thesecondhigh priority objectivewas(A-2), AggressiveRecruitmentTeamin Operation. This
objectivewasalso assignedto theEconomicDevelopmentCorporation-- to work on it with area
ChambersofCommerce.Therewerethreeearlyactionstepsidentifiedfor this objective:

Action Step 1 - Searchout “talentsandknowledge”to appointto specific industryteams- 60
days

Action Step2 - Developa Youth CommissionCampusFacility recruitmentteam - by November
15, 1997

Action Step3 - Developspecificindustryteams- 6 months

Thethird objectivein theDiversifiedEconomygoalwasAssetsInventoriedfor Diversification.
This objectiveis alreadybeingaddressedby theEconomicDevelopmentCorporationin a strategic
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planningpfocessthatusedamatrix analysisofavailableworkforceandindustrygaps. Thelatter
processcalled“crosshairstargeting”hasbeencompletedandtheresultsweresynthesizedwith the
othergoals,objective& andactionsteps.Thatreportis attachedto this reportastheEconomic
DevelopmentStrategicPlan(page43).

Thefinal objectivefor priority actionwas(A-4), WetlandsIdentifiedandClassifiedand
AppropriatelyProtectedandUtilized. This objectivewasassignedto theCity PlanningCommission
andPlanDepartmentstaff. Therewerethreeimmediateactionstepsrecommended:

Action Step 1 - Bring theCorpsofEngineersinto tightercollaborationon theCity’s LandUse
Plan - timeline 12 months

Action Step 2 - Developclarity onassuredwetlandsin theLandUsePlan - timeljne 18 months
Action Step 3 - Developa userfriendly systemfor clarifying thestatusofwetlands“in doubt”

andproceedingthrougha mitigationprocess- timeline 2 years

Goal B, An economythat attracts residentsand highly skilled individuals and results in higher
incomesfor all, wasassignedthreekey objectives:

(B-i) Housingoptionsnearone’swork for all levels
(B-2) TelcommutingCentersdeveloped
(B-3) AmenitiesandArts developed

Thehighestpriority objectivewas(B-i) Housingoptionsnearone’swork - for all levels.
Responsibilityfor this objectivewasassignedjointly to theTexasCity HousingFinanceAgency,the
TexasCity HousingPlanningBoard,the CommunityDevelopmentBoardandtheCity Commission
-- workingwith appropriatedevelopersandrealtors.Thereweretwo earlyactionsteps
recommended:

Action Step 1 - Form aproactivehousingdevelopmententity - timeline 6 months
Action Step2 - Form apositiveplanfor variedhousingdevelopment- timeline 12 months

Thesecondpriority objectivewas(B-2), TelecommutingCentersDeveloped.Responsibilitywas
assignedto theTexasCity IndependentSchoolDistrict, theLaMarqueIndependentSchoolDistrict
andtheCollegeoftheMainland(subjectto theirconcurrence).Therewasone immediateactionstep
suggested:

Action Step 1 - Organizea coalition involving theschooldistricts, Collegeof theMainland,
businessleadersandcommunityleaders- timeline 6 months

The final priority objectivewas(B-3) AmenitiesandArts Development.Thiswasassignedto the
TCISD, LMISD, andCollegeoftheMainlandtrustees(subjectto theirconcurrence).Two early
actionstepswere recommended.

Action Step 1 - Organizeaworking groupof schooldistricts,CollegeoftheMainlandand
communityleadersto supportarts educationanddevelopment

Action Step 2 - Do a“benchmark”reviewofHighlandPark.

Page 8 The City of Texas City, Texas



Early Action Steps

The final earlypriority goal for EconomicDevelopmentand Tourismwas(C), Contaminatedsites
have beenturned into productive properties. Therewasone keyearlyobjectivedetailedfor this
goal: (C-i) Reuse-feasibilityofSuperfundsitesdetermined.This wasassignedto CleanStarts,
TexasCity. It wasgiventhreeimmediateactionsteps:

ActionStep 1 - MakeTex-Tina viable industrialBrownfield property. This site is currentlyin
Court. A planis expectedduringi998,sitecleanupwork is expectedto startin
i2 months,andit shouldbe readyfor developmentby 2001.

ActionStep 2 - Make Malonea viable industrialBrownfield property. This shouldtakeoneyear
for determinationof cleanupresponsibilityandreuse.

ActionStep 3 - MakeMotco alandscapearea. Work will beginon this effort in the Springof
1998.This will requireworkingwith theTexasDevelopmentofTransportation.

Education

Therewerefour goalsestablishedfor theeducationarea. Ofthese,the initial priority wasgivento
Goal A, A Universally RecognizedTop Quality Educational System. For this goal,eleven
objectiveswererecommended,but notprioritized:

(A-l) Studentsandfacultyhaveaccessto the latestlearningtechnologies
(A-2) Involvementofthe communityin monitoringeducationquality
(A-3) Clericalsupportfor teachers
(A-4) More local communitycontributionsoftime andmoney
(A-5) Professionaldevelopmentrequirementsfor teachers
(A-6) Healthmaintenanceeducationfor all ages,includingpracticalhealthmaintenanceskills

(suchasCPR,etc.)
(A-7) All educationalfacilities locatedon open,accessible,barrier-freecampuses
(A-8) Broad,communityculturaleducation(including local history,arts,etc.)
(A-9) Highestquality, inclusivespecialeducationprograms(for physicallyandmentally

challengesstudents)
(A-b) Optimalutilization of all educationalfacilities (all year,all week,all day);planned

constructionofmulti-usefacilities
(A-b 1) True life-learningfor all agesfrom thevery youngto thevery old. (Manners,

deportment,socialskills)

It wasagreedthat thisentiresectionneededto becomethefocusof agreaterTexasCity - LaMarque
qualityeducationcommitteewhichwould becomposedof citizens,schooldistrictofficials andthe
Collegeof theMainlandkey executives.Theresponsibilityfor initiating this actionwasassignedto
theMayor’s Office for completionassoonaspossible.

Quality ofLife

Underthis category,two goalswerechosenasimmediatepriorities:
A. Changeenvironmentalqualityperception,and
B. Neighborhoodsthatareconduciveto safe,healthyfamily living
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Early Action Steps

Goal A, Changeenvironmental quality perception -- wasassignedthreekey objectives:

(A-i) Ecologicalmanagementofsensitiveareas
(A-2) EmphasizingpositiveaspectsofTexasCity
(A-3) TexasCity EnvironmentalWatchfReportingSystem

Highestpriority wasgivento (A-i) Ecologicalmanagementofsensitiveareas.Two earlyaction
stepswereidentified:

Action Step 1 - inventoryandidentify environmentallysensitiveareas.Responsibilityforthis
stepwasassignedto theTransportationand PlanningDepartment- timeline 12
months.

Action Step2 - promoteandprovide incentivesfor protectionanduseofenvironmentally
sensitiveareas.Responsibilityfor this stepwasassignedto theEnvironmental
ProtectionCommittee- timeline 18 months.

Secondpriority wasgivento (A-2) Emphasizingpositiveaspectsof TexasCity. Two earlyaction
stepswereidentified:

Action Step I - continuethe educationofthepublic on the“BenefitsofLiving in TexasCity”,
with responsibilityassignedto theCity Commission- timeline 6 months.

Action Step2 - record“Before /After” imagesof progressmade,with responsibilityalso
assignedto theCity Commission- timeline 12 months.

Finally, third priority wasgivento (A-3) TexasCity EnvironmentalWatchl’ReportingSystem
(Emergencywarning,protectionandevacuationsystem).Fourearly actionstepswereidentified:

Action Step 1 - establishlocal (city) controlofhurricaneprotectionleveefloodgate.City and
countygoverningbodieswould be responsiblefor this step- timeline 12 months.

Action Step2 - upgradesirensystem,with theEmergencyManagementDirectorresponsible-

timeline 24 months.
Action Step3 - install electronic(multimedia)safetycommunicationsystem,with the

EmergencyManagementDirector,would be responsiblein cooperationwith the
police andfire chiefs - timeline 48 months.

Action Step4 - evaluateandenhancelocal emergencyevacuationsystem,with theEmergency
ManagementDirector,would be responsiblein cooperationwith thepoliceand
fire chiefs - timeline 24 months.

Goal B, Neighborhoodsthat are conduciveto safe,healthy family living — wasassignedthree
key objectives:

(B-i) Encourageinnovativeideasfor generalimprovementsto makeTexasCity safer,cleaner,
andhealthier

(B-2) Annualawardsfor achievement
(B-3) Rigid enforcementof housingandhealthcodes

Page 0 The City of Texas City, Texas



Report to the Mayor and City Commission

Highestpriority wasgivento (B-i) Encourageinnovativeideasfor generalimprovementsto make
TexasCity safer,cleaner,andhealthier,which wascombinedwith (B-2) Annualawardsfor
achievement.Threeearlyactionstepswereidentified,with thePlanningandCommunity
Developmentresponsiblefor thefirst two steps.

Action Step 1 - developneighborhoodimprovementprogram- timeline 24 months.
Action Step2 - providetechnicalassistancein programformulation- timeline 24 months.
Action Step3 - providemonetaryandotherincentives,suchas,awards,recognition,contest.The

City Commissionwould be responsiblefor this step- timeline 24 months.

Secondpriority wasgivento (B-3) Rigid enforcementofhousingandhealthcodes.Threeearly
actionstepswereidentified,with thePublicworksDepartmentresponsiblefor thefirst two steps.

Action Step 1 - incorporate,with assistancefrom otherdepartmentsconcerned,all complaints
(nuisance,safety,health,etc.)andactionsthereoninto the city’s Geographic
InformationSystem(GIS) - timeline24 months.

Action Step2 - furnishperiodicreportsfrom GIS to theCommonNuisanceAbatementTeam
(CNAT) - timeline 24 months.

Action Step3 - planfutureactivities,the responsibilityof CNAT - timeline 36 months.

Other GoalCategories

In additionto thethreegoalswhich hadhighpriority objectives,therewerethreeothergoals:

• Safety

• Housing

• TransportationandOtherPublicFacilitiesandServices
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Report to the Mayor and City Commission

Goals and Objectives

To helprealizeits vision for thefutureTexasCity theCommitteeformulatedandthenprioritized
somethirty goals1.Theninetop-rankedgoalsarelisted in orderofpriority in thefollowing table.
Thetablealsoshowsthetopic orcategoryin which goalsweregroupedandthenumberof votes
eachofthegoalsreceived.

Rank The Top Nine Priority Goals Topic1 V2

I A universally recognized, top quality educational system EDUC-A 33

2 An economy which is sufficiently diverse so that a downturn in any one area does not materially affect the EDAT-A 17
economy as a whole

3 A changed environmental quality perception 001 -A IS

4 Neighborhoods that are conducive to safe, healthy family living QOL -B 14

5 An economy that attracts residents and highly skilled individuals and results in higher incomes for all EDAT-B 13

6 Contaminated sites have been turned into productive properties EDAT-C 12

7 A waterfront development - completed - supportive of tourism and marine industry EDAT-D 8

8 Vocational preparation for young people EDUC-B 7

9 Continuing community education for all ages that takes full advantage of the latest in video, high tech, distance EDUC-C 6
learning, open university concepts, etc.,

Topics shown include: EDUC (Education); EDAT (Economic Development And Tourism ); and QOL (Quality Of Life). Each goal in a topic cateogry was
assigned a different letter so that individual goals could be easily identified.

2 The figures in the column header “V’ represent the numberof “votes” each goal received.

A completelist ofthegoalsfollows, alongwith the objectives2formulatedby theCommittee,
groupedin six topicalcategories.

1 A goal was understood to moan “A statement that defines an end-result.’
2 An objective meant “A statement of a measurable amount of progress toward a goal.”
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND TOURISM

A. An economywhieli is sufficiently diversesothat a downturn in any one areadoesnot
materiallyaffect the economyasa whole[1 7J3

1. Currentbusinesseshavestayedandprospered[liii
2. An aggressiverecruitmentteamin operationwith agoodtrackrecord[19]
3. Assetsinventoriedfor diversification(crosshairsproject)[14]
4. Wetlandsidentifiedandclassifiedandappropriatelyprotectedandutilized [13]
5. Subsidenceundercontrol
6. Healthcareindustrywith good doctors[6]
7. “Boat” manufacturingindustry [2]
8. Aquacultureindustry[i]
9. Recyclingindustry[4]

10. Cultivationofenvironmentally-sensitivebusinesses

B. An economythat attractsresidentsandhighly skilled individuals andresultsin higher incomes
for all [13]

1. Housingoptionsnearone’swork for all levels [16]
2. Telecommutingcenters[12]
3. Amenitiesandarts [9]
4. Sufficientpart-timejobs [5]
5. Strongserviceeconomy[7]
6. Mall economysolid
7. Strongregionalretailcenter[3]

C. Contaminatedsiteshavebeenturned into productiveproperties[12]

1. Reusefeasibilityof superfundsitesdetermined[20]
Tex-tin -- a viable industrialBrownfield property
Malone-- a viable industrial Brownfieldproperty
Motco -- alandscapearea

2. Contaminatedsitesthat arenot superfundsitesareanalyzedandreusedetermined[14]
3. Significantly decreasedcontaminatedacreage[13]

D. A waterfrontdevelopment- completed- supportiveoftourism andmarine industry[8]
(assignedto theWaterfrontDevelopmentCommissionandTradeZoneCorporation)

1. Marinanorthof dike in theMosesLakearea
2. Boardwalkwith restaurants,shops,artsandcrafts
3. Hotel

numbers in brackets, such as [17], indicate the paints awarded by workshop participants to the goal or objective. Where no number is
shown, participants had awarded no priority points to the particular goal or objective. In those cases where all objectives under a given
goal are without numbers, participants chose not to consider assigning points because the goal itself was among the lower priority goals.
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4. Coastalofficesfor TexasParksandWildlife, US FishandGame,etc.
5. Hatcheriesfor key commercialmarinelife
6. A Sport-fishingindustry [4]

E. Full Employment- anyonewho wantsajob hasajob or is in training to moveto something
else[4] (assignedto a soon-to-be-createdWorkforceDevelopmentBoard-- interim to the
Educationpriorities)

1. Low costentry level training [3]
2. Work connectioncenters[ii]
3. Public transportationto work centers[7]
4. Work athomeopportunity[3]

5. Continuousworkforcetrainingwith extensivecrosstraining [14]
6. Small businessincubation and assistancecenters[16]

F. Historic centralbusinessdistrict with viablebusinesses[2]

1. Streetofmemories[4]
2. Restorationof economicallyfeasiblebuildings [5]
3. Entertainmentattractions(Showboat)[8]
4. Unusablestructures,removedandreplacedwith economicallyviableuses,attractivebuildings

[20]
5. Connectionto HeritageSquare- DavisonHouse[2]
6. FarmersMarketlTradersDay [9]
7. TexasCity MainlandMuseumenhancedandmarketed[7]
8. Bike trail linkages[9]

G. A flexible infrastructure that supportsfast changesin a broadrangeofindustryneeds[2]

1. Training investmenttraditionin all work places[12] (assignedto Collegeof theMainland)
2. Utilities - sewers,waterandpowerto all clustercenters[11]

H. Tourism assetshavebeenidentified, developedandmarketed(assignedto theParks,Recreation
andWaterfrontDevelopmentCommissionandtheWildlife Commission)

1. Flourishingecotourism;dike,birding trails, othernaturetrails [15]
2. FlourishingRV park [3]
3. Focuson family and snowbirdtourism[5]
4. Dike developed[16]
5. Strongrecreationalboatlaunching,storageandmaintenanceindustry[4]
6. Marina[7]
7. Waterfrontdevelopment[10]
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I. A port tradedevelopedto its maximum capacityandpotential(assignedto theWaterfront
DevelopmentCommissionandtheTradeZoneCorporation)

1. Distribution(warehousingandstorage)andintermodalshippingcenter[16]
2. Offshorerig repairs
3. Deeperchannel[4]
4. Bargemanufacturing[2]
5. A portpotentialinventoryandassetprotectionsystem-- a regionalport cluster[10]
6. TexasMegaPortdeveloped[12]
7. A ferry port atwaterfrontpark [7]

J. Other

1. CommercialDevelopmentaroundMall -- eateries-- afterhoursbusiness,satellitebusiness
2. Two to threebusiness/industryparksidentifiedanddeveloped
3. Networking with regionalindustriesfor effectivebusinessforecasting

EDUCATION

A. A universallyrecognizedtop quality educationalsystem[33f

1. Studentsandfacultyhaveaccessto latestlearningtechnologies
2. Involvementofcommunityin monitoringeducationquality
3. Clericalsupportfor teachers
4. More local communitycontributionsoftime andmoney
5. Professionaldevelopmentrequirementfor teachers
6. Healthmaintenanceeducationfor all ages,includingpracticalhealthmaintenanceskills (such

asCPR, etc.)
7. All educationalfacilities locatedon open,accessible,barrier-freecampuses
8. Broad,communityculturaleducation(including local history, arts,etc.)
9. Highestquality, inclusivespecialeducationprograms(for physicallyandmentallychallenged

students)
10. Optimalutilization ofall educationalfacilities (all year,all week, all day);planned

constructionofmulti-usefacilities
11. Truelife-learning for all agesfrom thevery youngto thevery old. (Manners,deportment,

socialskills)

B. Vocationalpreparationfor youngpeople[7]

1. Skills specialtytraining in secondaryandcommunitycollegesystem
2. Developmentoftwo regionaltrainingnetworks

Objectives were recommended for each educational goal listed but Ih~w~t~nQt prioritized because this entire ssection is intended to be
assigned to a special Education Committee for review and action.
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C. Continuing communityeducationfor all agesthat takesfull advantageofthe latestin video,
high tech,etc.,distancelearning, andopenuniversity concepts.[6]

1. Createsmall businessincubators
2. Partnershiptask forcesto investigatepossibilities
3. Moreeffectiveuseoflocal TV AccessChannel
4. WebPagedevotedto local educationalenrichment
5. Parentalparticipationlinvolvementwith studentsin theclassroom,suchascomputerliteracy

classes

D. Year-aroundvocationalprogramsfor youth [1]

1. Coordinatedwith vocationaltraining (includebackoffice employeeskills)
2. Programsfor sharingspecialskills by thetalentedwith the less talented

E. Improvedalternativeeducationopportunitiesfor “at-risk” students

1. Achievea zero-dropout rate
2. Provideapeermentoringprogramespeciallyfor teenagers
3. Makevacationtime arewardfor achievement
4. Provide“boot camp” for problemstudents
5. Usecounseling,positive reinforcement,andrewardsto encourageperformance

SAFETY

A. “Community Partnerships”forpreservingphysicallyandenvironmentallysafeliving
environments[4]

1. Emergencywarningandprotectionandevacuationsystem[14]
2. Broad electronicsafetycommunicationsystem[6]
3. Safety-engineeredpublic facilities,including transportationsystems(suchasstreets,

bikeways,sidewalks,public trails) [15]
4. Residencesstructuresin compliancewith applicableenvironmentalstandard,suchasEPA,

ADA, OSHA,etc. [7]
5. Small businessstructuresin compliancewith applicableenvironmentalstandard,suchas

EPA, ADA, OSHA,etc. [7]

B. Stateoftheartfire/policeservices,including the bestavailabletrainingfor emergency
personnel

1. Zerorepeatoffendersin all agegroupsandcrime categories
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QUALITY OF LIFE

A. Changeenvirdnm~ientalquality perception1151

1. Ecologicalmanagementof sensitiveareas[15]
2. EmphasizingpositiveaspectsofTexasCity [9]
3. TexasCity EnvironmentalWatchlReportingSystem[7]

B. Neighborhoodsthat areconduciveto safe,healthyfamily living [14]

1. Encourageinnovativeideasfor generalimprovement: safer,cleaner,healthier[11]
2. Annual awardsfor achievement[6]
3. Rigid enforcementof housingandhealthcodes[10]

C. Adequateservicesandhousingfor anagingpopulation[2]

1. Amenitiesandactivities for seniorcitizens

D. Full rangeofsuperiorparks, recreationandcultural servicesandfacilities

1. Emphasisonculturalandhistoricalprograms

E. Greenbeltbuffer zonesestablishedandmadeviable

1. Appropriategreenbelt“industries’identifiedandencourages-- like treegrowing [20]
2. Bird habitatzonesestablishedandprotected[14]
3. Appropriaterecreationalsitesidentifiedanddeveloped[11]

F. Leadershipdevelopmentandcitizen activationprogramfor all ages,including teambuilding

G. Accessiblehealth carefor all ages

1. Improvedhealthcareeducation
2. Improveddelivery ofhealthservices

HOUSING

A. DevelopMaster-plannedcommunitiesto attract a varietyofresidents[2]

1. Inventoryof availablelandincludingwetlands[11]
2. Providepublic incentivesfor upscaledevelopment[15]
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3. Marketandpromoteavailablehousingwith all family levels [10]
(goodschools,safestreets,secureinvestment,amenities,services)

4. Providewaterfronthousing

B. Propermixfor compatibleland uses,accessconnections,buffering and amenitiesin newand
existingareas

1. Buffering requirementsin all non-residentialdevelopmentswhenpropertyownershipchanges
[16]

2. Enforcebuffering requirementsasaconditionofsale[3]

C. Converttraditional public housinginto homeowner-typeofneighborhoodenvironment

1. Incentivesto encouragehomeownership,suchas[16]
- first-time homebuyerprogram
- seniorcitizendisabilitysubsidy

2. Programsto inform andtraincitizensin public housingto bepreparedfor homeownership
responsibility[7]

3. Seedmoneysupportfor Habitatfor HumanityHomeConstruction[12]

D. Maintain quality housingin establishedneighborhoodsin variousprice ranges

1. Stringentbuilding codeenforcement[11]
2. Seekpublic funds (grants)for blight elimination[4]
3. Establish,mobilize,encouragestrongneighborhoodassociations[11]
4. On-goingprogramof city improvementto supportneighborhoodefforts [14]

TRANSPORTATION AND OTHER PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES

A. Enhancedmovementofpeopleto keypublic andprivatedestinations[4]

1. Convenientlylocatedtransportationcenters[16]
2. A light rail centerwith busconnectionsto areacities
3. A secureparkandride connectionto thecenter[9]
4. Incentivesto encourageoptimal useofcenters[5]
5. Privateinvestmentin centerconstructionloperation[3]
6. Individual centerslinkedwith communications[5]
7. On-siteinformationaboutavailableservices[2]
8. Transportation- all modesavailableincluding the“helicopter” [5]

B. Cultural andeducationalsystemsthat makethelatest technologyavailableto and encourage
interactionofpeopleofall ages,faiths,andbackgrounds[4]

1. Continuedenhancementof city library with latestin technology[16]
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2. Improvedcommunitypublic accesschannelprogramming[4]
3. Expandedcommunityuseofthe Internetfor personalusein public andcommercialplaces[9]

C. Communitypublic infrastructure [2]

1. Improveddrainagesystems,particularlyretentionponds[15]
2. Ongoingmaintenanceprogramfor undergroundandsurfacewaterdistributionsystemsto

reducewaterloss[9]
3. Reduced(or “zero”) wastewatersysteminfiltration [9]
4. Non-potablewaterusedfor conservationpurposes[7]
S. Increasedsurfacewatercapacity(to fulfill future industrial andresidentialneeds)[6]
6. Communication- towers,cables,ROWsin place[7]

D. Enhancedintercity movementofpeoplewith multimodalusesincluding pedestrians,bicycling,
andmoreconventionalmodes(i.e. cars,buses)[1]

1. Hike andbiketrails [9]
2. Bicyclepickup/returnsystem[4]
3. Safedesignatedbike routes[7]
4. A “connectsystem”(departure/return)for buses,vans,etc.to evolveinto 2-routesystems

eventually[16]
5. Homedelivery ofconsumergoodsfor shut-insandothers[5]

E. Efficient deliveryofcity services

1. Eliminationofredundancyin servicedelivery[13]
2. Incentivesto reducewasteand encourageincreasedrecycling[7]
3. Trashcontrol andfrequencyof removal[6]
4. Jointreadingofutility meters
5. Eliminatedoverlappingofcity/statedistricts
6. Up-to-datemanagementmethods[8]
7. Morecosteffectiveservicethroughprivatizationandcompetition[13]
8. Regularperformanceauditson governmentprograms[3]

R-8. SAM
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FROM :CITY OF SEAEROOK FAX NO. :281 291 5710 Nov. 262001 03:24PM P2

2

4

6
7

a RESOLUTION NO. 2001-17
9 REAFFIRMINGSEABROOK’S

10 OPPOSITION TO EXPANSION PLANS OF THE HOUSTON PORT AUTHORITY
11 INTO AN) WITHIN THE CITY OF SEABROOK

13 WHEREAS, Seabrook is a tranquil, seaside,re~identialcommunity with a small-
14 town atmosphere;and
15
16 WHEREAS, the City of Seabrook haschosen not to pursueheavy industrial
17 enterpriseswhich maydisturbthepeace,tranquility, health,safety,andwelfareenjoyedby
18 its residents;and
19
20 \VHEREAS, The HoustonPort Authority plans an expansionof the Bayport
21 comple,çincluding a large scale railroad yard for loading and unloadingcontainersand a
22 four-laneparkwaywhich mayencourageheavytraffic though Seabrook; and
23
24 WHEREAS, the aforementioned rail yard will be locatedwithin thecity limits of
25 Seabrookin violation oftheCity’s zoningordinance;and
26
27 WHEREAS, the peace,tranquility, health, saf~ty, and welfare of the citizensof
2~ Seabrook will be disturbed by noise, light, water and air pollution from the 24 hour per
29 day operationoftrains,cranes,trucksandotherheavy equipment; and
30
31 WHEREAS, this expansion will havean extremenegativeenvironmentalimpact
32 on Seabrookandsurrounding areas; and
33
34 WHEREAS, severalhundredacresof land zonedlight industrialwill be removed
35 from thetax rolls, foreverthwartingthecity’s long rangeplansof economicdevelopment,
36 thereby preventing expansionof the tax base neededto support the ever-growing
37 population; and
35
39 WHEREAS, City of Seabrook Resolutions 98-23, 98-15 and 99-19 have
40 previously expressed the City’s opposition to the Bayport expansion;and
41
42 WhEREAS, the terrorist attacks of September 1.1, 2001 constitute further
43 evidencethat the locationoflarge industrial complexes.,suchasthePort ofHouston,near
~ residentialcommunitiesis dangerous and creates an unacceptable hazardto Seabrook
45 citizensandcitizensofsurroundingcommunities;and

SEABROOK
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FROM :CJTY OF SEABROOK
P3FAX NO. :281 291 5710 Nov. 26 2001 03:24pM

Res.No. 2001-17Page2

46 WHEREAS, the recent attacks and events in our country also prove that
47 additional time is needed for citizensandcities to comment on theEIS whenit is released
48 to the public;
49
50 NOW, THEREFORE,BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY OF SEABROOK,
51 STATE OF TEXAS:
52
53 TI-TAT, the City Council of the City of Seabrook, by the individual signaturesof
54 each member hereon, doesreaft~rmunanimousoppositionto the expansion plans of the
55 Houston Port Authority which would locateany portion of the Port closer to the City of
56 Seabrookand thus would present additional dangersto the health, safety, andwelfare of
57 our citizens; and, further,
58
59 THAT, the City Council respecthilly requeststhat the public be granted at least
60 180 days to comment following the release of the DEIS due to the recent terrorists’
61 attacksand threats, the magnitude of this project and its effect on Seabrook and
62 surroundingcommunities.
63

64 AND IT IS SO ORDERED.
65
66 ADOPTED THIS 16THDAY OF OCTOBER 2001

JiUc~~~~
IKE LAIBLE

COUNCILOR,POSITION 1
78

83 COUNC1LOR,POSITION 3
84

L

JA~KC. FI~DAY’
AYOR ~

67
68
69
70

71
72
73
74

75
76
77

~‘1

~ ~-~-~-

HERMAN BURTON
MAYOR PRO ThM &
COUNCILOR, POSITION 6

~tYL
DICK ROGj&~
COUNCILOP., POSITION 2

85
56
87

88

89
90

_~� ~
BUDDY HAMMANN
COUNCILOR,POSiTION 4

~
}1ETE BRA~CIO
COUNCrLOR, POSITION 5
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91

92 ATTEST:
93

97 Michde’t~.Glaser,TItMC
98 City Secretary

Res.No. 2001-17
Page 3
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Community Vision Chapter2

One of the most importantcharacteristicsof the La Porte~ComprehensivePlan Update is that it
servesasa statementof policy. The comprehensiveplan is generalin natureand is intendedto providea
statement about the community goals and policies, Ihe general distribution and location of land use and

circulation, andother general guidelines for the various plan elements. The plan should providean overall
guide for future growth anddevelopmentwhile allowing someflexibility in its interpretation and use to
respondto new ideasanddirectionasthe City progresses,changesand grows.

The La Porte ComprehensivePlan Updateis organizedand implementedusing a hierarchyof
guidingprinciples. Theoverall CommunityVision is at the top of the hierarchy. A set of community goals
follow with supportive objectives, policies and actions to form the implementation framework and provide
direction for the futuregrowth and development of the community. Each element of the plan has a vision
statement that is specific to the element and consistent with the overall vision of the community. The
definitions of the guiding principles are as follows:

A Vision Statementis a broad statement of how the community views itself as it moves into the
21” Century. A vision for the community is an ideal and unique image of the future based on the
communityvalues.

To have a vision means to look ahead: to imagine the future. Visioning is a processby which a
communityenvisionsitspreferredfuture. A vision chronicks the hopes,dreams,andaspirationsof a
communityandhelpscitizensagreeon whatthey wanttheir community to become.

Goals are the generalendstowardwhich cities direct their efforts. A goal addressesissuesby
statingpolicy intention. They are both qualitativeand quantifiable,but arenot quantified. Goalsstretch
andchallengecities,but theyarerealisticandachievable.

Objectivesare clear targetsfor specific action. They mark quantifiable interim stepstoward
achieving a City’s long rangemissionand goals. Linkeddirectly to goals,objectivesaremeasurable,time-.
based statements of intent. They emphasize the results of City actions at the end of a specific time period.

Policies are statements of a definite course or method of action selected from among alternatives

and in light of given conditionsto guideanddetermine present and futuredecisions.

Actions are methodsto achievegoals andobjectives. Formulatedfrom goals and objectives,an
action is the meansfor transforminggoalsto outcomes,with the bestuseof resources.An action reflects
budgetary and other resources.

A “visioning” processwasconductedto developcommunity consensus on the goals and objectives
that form the frameworkfor the La PorteComprehensivePlanUpdate. In order to createa sharedvision of
the future, the processinvolved city leadersand citizens in a dialogue to identify issues,determinethe
assetsand challengesofthe community,andpreparegoals andobjectivesthatwill shapeanddefine the
future. The visioning process generally involved answering four questions, including:

La PorteComprehensivePlan Update
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STATEMENT OF GOALS

A clearandconcisestatementofgoalsfor maintainingandimproving La Porte’squality oflife was
developedas the foundationof the comprehensiveplan. Focusingefforts on goals increasesthe plan’s
effectivenessin minimizing adverseeffectsof growth andchange,seizingopportunities,andanticipating
andalleviatingpotentialproblems. The identificationof goalsprovidesa basisfor decision-makingduring
both developmentand implementationof the plan. Goals also help to promote consistencyin plan
implementationas future changesoccur in developmenttrendsandthe physical form of the communityas
well asthe governmentleadership.

The following goalswere developedby the Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee. The goals
areorganizedby the individual elementsofthe comprehensiveplan,andinclude:
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To be a communityrecognizedfor the quality of its built environmentand the integrationof the natural

landscapeandamenitiessuchasGalvestonBay andLittle CedarBayou.

To be a community that ensuresa good balance betweenresidential, co,nmercia4 industrial, and
public/institutional usessupportedby quality infrastructure and transportation systemsanda sensitivity
to the environmentalinfluenceofadjacentuses.

To be a communityknownfor its innovativesolutionsto managinggrowth and responsivenessto the
needsof citizensandbusinesses.

To be a community that offers businessand industry a competitive economic environment and is
aggressivein its effort to attract, retain and expandthe local economy.

To be a communitydevotedto theprotectionof its environmentandpreservationandconservationof its
naturalandculturalresources.

To be a communitythat strives for economicbalance and an equitabledistribution of itsfinancial
resourcesin all areasofthe community.

To be a communitythat is committedto its future through reinvestmentin older neighborhoodsand
provision ofadequateinfrastructure.



~ommunitpVision

Land Use

GOAL 4.10:

Transportation

Vision Statement:La Porte’s transportationsystemshallprovideresidentsand visitorssafe, efficient and
convenientaccessto all areasof the City and the surroundingregion; accommodatecurrent andfuture
demandfor movementof peopleand goods;and allow travelers choicesof destinations,routes and
modesoftravel.

GOAL 5.3:
GOAL 5.4:
GOAL 5.5:

Chapter2

~Vision Statement:To createa positive communityidentity bypreservingthe Uty’s historic character;
enhancing existing neighborhoods;creating new neighborhoodsservedby schools,parks and open
space;attracting a strong employmentbase;and, implementingdesignstandardsfor all developmentin
the City andparticularly alongthemajor entrancesto the City.

GOAL 4.1: Achievegrowththrougha deliberate planningprocessthat emphasizesan orderly,
compact,andcost efficient land usepattern.

GOAL 4.2: Providefor appropriateandcompatibleuseswithin the areaofinfluenceofthe La
PorteMunicipal Airport.

GOAL 4.3: Provide for recreational,cultural, community, and activity facilities which are
accessible and appropriately located and integrate them into the master
transportationplan.

GOAL 4.4: Encourageanactive,viabledowntownwith a varietyof uses.
GOAL 4.5: Providean appropriateamountof landfor variousdensitiesand typesofresidential

usesandensurethe highestquality living environment.
GOAL 4.6: Futuredevelopmentshouldbe implementedwith high regardfor thephysicaland

naturalenvironment.
GOAL 4.7: Control developmentalongState/Countydesiguatedmajorthoroughfaresthrough

enhancedregulation.
GOAL 4.8: Ensurethat all existing and future commercialdevelopmentis attractive,highly

utilized, andwithoutnegativeinfluenceon adjacentresidentialuses.
GOAL 4.9: Attract diversified industry that will contributeto the tax baseas well as provide

jobs for a variety ofworkersin the communitywithout conflicting with otherland
usesin La Portewhile encouragingyoungercitizensto remainin the community.
Developa positive working relationshipwith the Countyand State in regards to
mutualgoalsfor developmentoflandsandthoroughfareswithin the City limits.

GOAL 5.1: Establishahierarchyof thoroughfareclassificationsthat will provide for safeand
convenientflow oftraffic throughoutthe community.

GOAL 5.2: Provide continuity of traffic flow within and between neighborhoodsand
throughoutthe community.
Providefor reliefof traffic congestion.
Eliminatemajorbarriersto traffic movement.
Upgradeand improve existing streetinfrastructureto meet or exceedminimum
standards by Year 2020.
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Chapter2

GOAL 5.6: Providefor the increasingdemandfor transportationfacilitieswhile preservingand
enhancing the attractiveness of the environment.

GOAL5.7: Establishandmaintaina networkofnew and existing sidewalks as a component of
improvedstandardsfor Citystreets.

GOAL 5.8: Cooperate with neighboring communities to establish interurban modes of
transportation.

GOAL 5.9: Expandthe Municipal Airport andcreate a self-supporting operation.

Utility Systems

Vision Statement:To bea City thatprovidesresidentswith efficient andenvironmentallysound, reliable,
accessibleand costeffectivemunicipal services. To offer businessand industry competitiveutility rates
with servicecapacitiesto accommodatetheir municipalservicedemands.

Drainage
GOAL 6.1: Explorecreativeusesofdrainagefacilities.
GOAL 6.2: Provideadequatedrainage/preventflooding.
GOAL 6.3: Designdrainagefacilities for safety.
GOAL 6.4: Improvepublic awarenessof the City’s drainage systems.
GOAL 6.5: Incorporate public health concerns in drainage facility construction and

maintenance.

PotableWaterSystem
GOAL 6.6: Assurethatdrinkingwatermeetsthe higheststandardsfor quality.
GOAL 6.7: Operateand maintainthe water systemsuchthat all areasof the City will have

adequatewaterpressure.
GOAL6.8: Conserve water usage.
GOAL 6.9: Plan for long range water supply.

Sanitary Sewer System
GOAL 6.10: Prevent infiltration into the sanitary sewersystem.
GOAL6.11: Utilize wastewater effluent rather than releasing it into the bay.
GOAL6.12: Ensure adequatetreatmentcapacity.
GOAL6.13: Developa City utility map.
GOAL6.14: Assure adequate capitalfunding for infrastructure improvements.

Refuse Collection System
GOAL6.15: Maintain an effective refuse collection system.
GOAL6.16: Improve the aesthetics of the refuse pick-up system.
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Community Vision

Chapter2

Parks and Recreation

GOAL 7.1: Promotethe conservation of natural resourcesthrough acquisitionof parks and
recreation areas, preservation of open space, and environmentally sensitive
planning.

GOAL 7.2: Provide a diverse blend of parks, recreationand open space areas including
community and neighborhoodparks, mini-parks,natural open spaceareas,and
linkages,to adequatelyaccommodatethe currentand future needsof La Porte’s
residentsandvisitors.

GOAL 7.3: Createand maintain an accessibleparks andrecreationsystemfor enjoymentby
residentsandvisitors alike.

GOAL 7.4: Establishcooperativeagreementsandcoordinatedefforts with othergovennnental
jurisdictions,educationalbodies,andprivatesectorentities.

GOAL7.5: Establisha parksandrecreationimprovement program, including redevelopment of
existing areas, and maintenance, improvement and renovation of all public areas
and facilities.

GOAL7.6: Provide parks and recreation opportunities orientedaroundwater-relatedactivities
and programs,includingswimmingpools and the bay front area.

GOAL 7.7: Develop a network of pedestrianandbicycle waysthroughoutthe La Portearea,
including an interconnected system of paths, trails, lanes, and routes that are
multipurpose,accessible,convenient,and connectto residentialneighborhoods,
parks,schools,workplaces,shopping,majoropenspaces,andotherdestinations.

GOAL 7.8: Preserveandenhancethe education,appreciation,andpreservationof local historic
andcultural resources.

Community Facilities and Services

Vision Statement: To be a City that offers quality municipalfacilities and servicesfor the use and
enjoymentof residents, including responsivefire andpoliceprotection; diverseparks and recreation
areasandfacilities; andotherqualitygovernmentfacilities andservices.

GOAL 8.1: Maintain adequateprovision ofpolice servicesandcontinueto fulfill the mission
of the PoliceDepartment.

GOAL 8.2: Maintain an excellentlevel offire safetyservicesprovision andcontinueto fulfill
the missionof the Fire Department.

GOAL 8.3: Supportthe EdithWilson Public Library to maintainits growth andutilization and
continueto providequality educationalservices.

Page2-13

La PorteComprehensivePlan Update

Vision Statement:To provide citizensof La Porte with afirst.dassparks, recreationand open space
systemthat offers a varietyof activities andfacilitiesfor the enjoymentand useof all personsin the
community and provideslinkages betweenneighborhoods,schoolsand parks. The City will seizeits
opportunitiesprovidedby its naturalamenitiessuchasLittle CedarBayou and GalvestonBayto develop
recreationalandeducationalprogramsfor residentsand visitors.



CommunityVision
Chapter2

GOAL 8.4: Provideadequate administrative building spacefor the delivery of quality services
to the public.

GOAL 8.5: Providecitizensof LaPortewith adequatehealthcarefacilities andservices.

ResidentialDevelopment

Vision Statement:To bea City thatprovidessaft, affordableandquality residentialneighborhoodsthat
aresoundandstableoffering a varietyof housingopportunitiesthat meetthe City’s current andfuture
needs.

GOAL 9.1: Revitalizeandrehabilitateexistinghousingin the communitywhereneeded.
GOAL 9.2: Meet the future housingneedsin La Porteby providing for a varietyof housing

options.
GOAL 9.3: Recognizemanufacturedhomesasaviablehousingoption.
GOAL9.4: Establish incentives for rehabilitation or replacement of substandard housing.
GOAL9.5: Promote a standardof homeownershipencouragingaestheticallypleasingand well

maintained residential properties.
GOAL 9.6: Preserve the integrity of existing neighborhoods and create livable and safe

neighborhood environments.
GOAL 9.7: Protectthe attractiveappearanceand environmentalqualityof existing low-density

residentialneighborhoodsandmakenecessaryimprovementsto maintain the value
of propertiesandenhancethequality of life.

BeautificationandConservation

Vision Statement:To bea City that conservesits natural resourcesandfacilitatesa quality natural and
built environmentthrough preservation and enhancementof the visual environment. The City will
establish high standardsto ensurequality developmentthat is aestheticallycohesiveamid in harmony
with the characterof the community.

GOAL 10.1: Improve the community characterof La Porte to makeit a desirableplaceto live,
work, andvisit.

GOAL10.2: Improve the aesthetic visualenvironmentof La Portethroughenhancementof site
design, signage, roadways, parking areas, open-space, and landscaping.

GOAL10.3: Invest in Downtown La Porte to establish a vibrant mix of places to work, live, and
visit, with shops, restaurants, places of entertainment, and a variety of dwelling
units.
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Community Vision •~

Chapter2
Public Safety

Vision Statement:The City will effectivelyprotectits citizensand visitorsfrom crime, natural disaster,
personalharm, and otheremergenciesbyprovidingsafttyand security through provision ofresponsive
fire, police,emergencymedicalservices,andotherCity services.

GOAL 11.1: Maximize public safety and assure protection of citizens during and after
emergencies.

GOAL 11.2: Ensurepublic safetythroughadequateprovisionof keypublic services.

Redevelopment

Vision Statement:The City will seekto maintain and enhanceits historic character, neighborhood
integrity, visual appearance,and quality of lije through reinvestmentprograms and incentives to
redevelopthe olderand deterioratedareasofthe community.

GOAL 12.1: Stabilizeandimprovethe qualityofneighborhoodsandotherareasin declineby attracting
renewedprivate investmentactivity.

GOAL 12.2: Revitalizethe City’s historicdowntownarea.

Implementation

Vision Statement:To lx? aprogressiveCity with a governmnentthat activelyand aggressivelypursuesits
visionfor thefuture through implementationof theLa PorteComprehensivePlan Update.

GOAL 13.1:

GOAL 13.2:

GOAL 13.3:
GOAL 13.4:

GOAL 13.5:

The City shall be accountableto the citizens of La Portefor meeting the goals,
objectives andpolicies set forth in this and future comprehensive plans.
Establish and maintain strong citizen and organizational support of the La Porte
Comprehensive Plan Update to ensurecontinuedupdatingandimplementation.
Implement and annually updatea five-yearCapital ImprovementsProgram(CIP).
Develop alternative to finance the construction of infrastructure extensions
supportingnewdevelopmentasthe city grows.
Reviseexisting ordinancesandadoptnew ordinancesas necessaryto implement
the La Porte 2020 Comprehensive Plan Update.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2001-01
SUNSETREVIEW OF THE PORT OF HOUSTON AUTHORITY

A RESOLUTION ENCOURAGiNG AREA LEGISLATORS TO SUPPORTHOUSE BILL 564
WHICH PROPOSES THAT THE PORT OF HOUSTON BECOME SUBJECT TO SUNSET
REVIEW LEGISLATION

WHEREAS, after 73 years of operation, it is time for a thorough re-examination of the
political, economic andoperational characteristicsof the Port of Houston Authority. The Port
Authority needsto be held accountableto the public it servesfor themaimer in which it finances
its operations, managespublic funds, provides for meaningful public participation in rule making
and other decisions, and effects through its operations homeowners,business,and the fragile
ecosystemofGalvestonBay.

WHEREAS, Texas law (found in §325.01 ofthe Government Code) provides for Sunset
reviewofall stateagencies. Sunsetreview is the regularassessmentof thecontinuing needfor a
state agency to exist. The review processalso provides a mechanismfor lawmakersto look
closelyat eachagency andmake fundamentalchangesto its mission or operations, if needed.

WHEREAS, State RepresentativeRick Noriega hasintroduced House Bill 564, co-authored by
State RepresentativeJohn Davis, to make the Port of Houston Authority subject to the Sunset
ReviewProcess.

TEXAS:
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED BY THE CITY OF SHOREACRES,STATE OF

THAT, the City of Shoreacresencouragesarealegislatorsto supportHouseBill 564 and
require accountability from the Port ofHoustonAuthority.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

PASSEDAND APPROVED ON THIS
26

th DAY OF FEBRUARY, 2001.

CITY SECRETARY

~~iLL~~
JU~,J4\BROWN

j~—6~—tl
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RESOLUTIONNO. 2000-07
PROTECTIONOF BAYPORT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS

A RESOLUTION ENCOURAGrNG AREA CITIES, RESIDENTIAL COMMUNiTIES,
BAYPORT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT INDUSTRIES (BID) AND THE ASSOCIATION OF
BAYPORT COMPANIES (ABC) TO TAKE ACTIONS NECESSARY TO SEE THAT
ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS CONTAINED IN THE BAYPORT INDUSTRIAL
DISTRICT DEED RESTRICTIONS ARE PRESERVEDAND ENFORCED TO PROTECT
THE HEALTH, SAFETYAND WELFARE OFTHE SURROUNDINGAREA.

WHEREAS, the creators of Bayport Industrial District (Humble Oil & Refining Co.,
Land Division, and later Friendswood Development Company) established Bayport
Environmental Standards, in the form of DeedRestrictions, to insure proper use, appropriate
developmentand improvement of the land within Bayport Industrial District (“BID”) so as to
protect surrounding landowners in residential and commercial areas from property depreciation
andhealth impairment, as well as protecting plant site ownersfrom improper usesofother plant
sitesin BID;

WHEREAS, these Deed Restrictions, that run with the land, regulate such matters as
noise, light, odors, toxic discharges, liquid wastes,surface drainage, and other activity that could
affect the use, enjoyment, health arid property values of surrounding residential communities, as
well as existingBID industries;

WHEREAS, theproposed Bayport Container Facility asdesignedby the Port ofHouston
Authority (“PHA”), threatens the preservation of property values, existing land uses,health and
use,and enjoyment ofthe surrounding owners/usersofresidential properties and BID industries;

WHEREAS, the local residential communities, cities and existing industries at Bayport
Industrial District and ABC have a common and continuing interest in the proper enforcement
and integrity oftheseDeedRestrictions and the goals for which theywere designed;

WHEREAS, the Bayport Industrial Association(now AssociationofBayport Companies
— “ABC”) was createdby theseDeedRestrictions to administer and enfbrce theseenvironmental
standards;

BE IT THEREFORERESOLVED BY THE CITY OP SHOREACRES, STATE OF
TEXAS.

THAT, the City of Shoreacresencouragesall local cities, residentialcommunities,all
individual BID industries and ABC to fully investigateand takeactionsnecessaryto seethat
theseEnvironmental Standards, and the purposesfor which they were created, are fully enforced
andpreservedsothat the health, property valuesand land usesfor all residential, commercial and
BID industrialowners/usersaremaximized, asintended.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

R NO~ NdE1~ L0~—E?—~t
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ATTEST:

CITY SECRETARY

ResolutionNo. 20004)7
Page2

PASSED AND APPROVEDON THIS 1
1

th DAY OF SEPTEMBER,2000.

~ LE, MAYOR

VldEL~ 1~—~—1~V d V1O~H
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RESOLUTION

A RESOLUI1ON 01? THE (~TYOF gq-n7 IN OPPOSiTION TO m~
PROPOSED PORT OF W)USTON AUThORflY BAYN)RT CONTAINER

FACILITY AND IN FAVOR OF A REGIONAL ?ORT CONCEF~FOIL
GALY~S1tJNBAY~

WUERE44S. the PottofHou~Authocity b~apmpu~i a ~ fad~ity at Baypozt that
will requite n1~ip~ at ov~1000 ~ ~id will ~m~iizep~ktraffic dernmzi st bald cut of
app~oximaiely 7000Uucks p~day ~L

WREREAS, the Baypuzt ‘~—~c~~dIity plen w~apcepascd by the P~tof Howgon
Authority without a public p ~ipiüon po~ thatalk,wndaakebold~iqvt to thedesiguprocc~

WHEREAS. the Baypott çr1*1~I1I-r fac~l1iyw~g~ratc i~i~czT* *r quality aepa~fit~m
the diesdutzck*, di~1thip~,di~1 ~at~s ~td ~e~dvehiclesthat wdl bea~zvc* the Baypatt

6d~ and

WUEREAS, d~Bayport ar~is cunuxtly ~ioL~tii,gthe lldcnd Iv~M~es&~aManf ~r
OZoc~Wr poULmon and

WU~EREAS,masatorn~gdata i~v~catrpthat the fi’i11w~lh’~’dth~ tot fine par*le air
pc~kzxionisbangc*cer4cddownwindoftheBayport~ity and

WREREA~S~the Baypoit~‘tt~m~ ~Thy is a4sc~tto ~ develop~crttaEl I~En
ddMar, SeabrookandShorca~reithat‘will bencgati~dyiu~p~zedby theiais light andafrpo&*i~
from theBayport~htj ~nd

WHEREAS. ~d~ia1 ar~sthrou theBay Ar~will benepdwlyafl~zaiby ü~c
andair pofluuong~ierazndby Baypoii and

WHEREAS. Galvestoit Bay isan~tinrully.ãnpcrtant~i~y mid

WflEREAS, the likc1~od~s dat the Baypott Conzir 4~1’yut i~ywilJbe &tzig~d
to Sootn~ortfeetto nanodatethetnega.shipsthatmt behig sf’ix~ ttxlay and

WHEREAS, $ c1w~n~eIcon~uauicc ~ depth of 50 or ui~cfret lea the Ga1ve~onBay
sy~anas ~r up a~E4Lyport would rneasc ~alletylevels ~aadd~e £w~ur*pwductivity Ia
Galveston Bay, and

WHEREAS, otb~~it~ c’eatIn theG4Iv~stunBay sys1i~rnthat arenot z~ac~mtto residential
develapmu~ai4

WEEREAS,oth~~teS~dstit theGa1ve~caBayiyst&~nthatareb~t~~wd by rail thanis
theBayports4eandwould gen~Lclesstruckuathcandkssair polftaionthanwould Baypart;and

WHEREAS.oncsize~‘a~xin theGalve~euBay sy~nth~is alreadyapproved~r 50 foot
d3aw14 depths and will have~gniflcandylessimpactto theGalvestonBay tyatctnt~i would~r50
foot diannel toBayport;and

NdVI :~ ~ I
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WHEREAS,a regincml apptuadztoczat~erftclllty sidngthatc iwidct’a theantiraGdvestari
Bay system is desirableand

WHEREAS. a ie~oiaal approach to a~nzamerawiuiry siting ouuld ~ovide fot thepublic
invo1veu~”fand~aktho(da~penic~~ronthatdev~acc~madpoorto themlevciàpnta~ofthephartor
thePort ofHcwton Bayport~

~ rr rur.~vo~RESOLVED~ U~
0~

Sho r e acre

1. Thedty is oppo~to the w~Llth~~iag andcon nictionoftheporpo~P~t
ofHoustonAudiontyBaypott~ ~cthlI’y.

2. The cny is ~-~ft~d to a z~o’~ct~mta~rport ailing proc~that er~nsidr,~all
rrasormble sites wit~nthe GalvestonBay sy~i, fi~lyd~vebps~ ~d ~ooac
infonnation aspart oftheh~utinto the3ItJ1~pzo~mid folly istegratesst~cboldusetcthepmc~
andcozuidemsth~inputii thederision ~proczss r ~ãngrgkw!Id peat

PASSED AND APPROVED O~THIS 12th DAY OF JULY, 1999

U
City Secretary

Mayor,

aTTEST

fl.~
Shari alt,

S

9 d VIO~ V1d17 L ~9 I~—6~—II
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RESOLUTIONNO. 98-09

WHEREAS,theCity of Shoreacieshasbeena tranquil.baysideresid-
entialcommunitywith asmall townatmosphereforfifty years;and

WHEREAS,Shoreacreshaschosennotto pursueanyIndustrialenter-
~xiseswhich maydisturbthepeaceandtranquility enjoyedby its residents; and

WHEREAS,theHouston Pczt Authority plansexpansionoftheBayport
complex,Including alargescaleraIlroadyardloadingandunloadingcontainers
whichwill beutilizedby 7,060trucksperdayand57 trainsperweek; increasing
heavytraffic on ChoateRd. andHighway 146,streetsourcitizenstravelevery
day and

WHEREAS, thepeaceandtranquility ofthecitizensofSboreacreswifi
bedisturbedby noise,light, water,and air polutlon from the 24hoursaday
operationoftrains,cranes,andotherheavyequipment; and

WHEREAS,therewill beincreasedhealthrisksfromtruckdieselfumesand
chemicalstransportedby trucks,rail, andship~ngvessels;and

WHEREAS,therewill be apotential for spillsofchemicalsandother
hazardousmaterialsduetotheincreasedtransportationofthese;and

WHEREAS,theHoustonPortAuthorityexpansioncallsfor thedestruction
ofover 100acresoffederallyprotectedwetlands;and

WHEREAS,the lential propertyvalueswill decreasebecauseofthe
aforementionednoise,light, water,andairpolulion, increasedtraffic, anddis-
ruption ofthequalityof life that drawspeopleto this area,reducingthetaxbase
thecity is dependenton;and

WHEREAS,theCity ofShoreacreshaslessthan125 vacantlots andhas
little o~othmityforfuturegrowthandIs thereforeentirelydependenton
maintainingand rinsingcurrentpropertyvalues to supporttheannualbudget;
nowtherefore,

BE iT RESOLVEDBY TEECITY COUNCIL OFTHECITY OFSHOREACRES
TEXAS:

Section1. TheCity Council oftheCity ofShorecresherebyexpresses
Its oppositionto theexpansionoftheHoustonPortAuthority into ourpredominately
residentialcommunitiesandasksthatanalternativesitein asuitablecommunity
be considered.

L d V~O~ Nd~I~9 I~—6~—LI
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OPENING STATEMENT

PasadenaPlan participantsrepresentedthe
broadspectrumof peoplethatmakeup Pasa-
denain termsof age,ethnicity andrace,so-
cioeconomicstatus,educationanda variety
ofothercharacteristics.Their diversity was
oneof two primarystrengthsat this project’s
core; the otherwasa concernsharedby all
participants for the quality of life that
Pasadenanswill enjoy in the future. These
two common denominators,eachcomple-
mentedby theother,representasolidfounda-
tion underlyingthePasadenaPlanandits 67
goalsforPasadena’sgrowthandimprovement.

Whilediversityis aneasytermtograsp,“qual-
ity of life” representsaconceptthat is more
difficult to pin down. In the contextof this
driveto setambitiousbutachievablegoalsfor
Pasadena’sfuture,it meansthat thenextgen-
erationofPasadenansshouldcontinueto live
in acity recognizedasaplaceofopportunity.
Thiswill hinge on thecity’s successin imple-
mentingthePasadenaPlan,particularlywith
regardto severalkey elementswhich repre-
sent cornerstonesof Pasadenans’vision for
theircity. Theseelements,or themes,should
become(or, in somecases,remain)afocusof
our city’s leadershipin theyearsahead;in no
particularorder,theyareas follows:

Public safety: Pasadenashouldbe a
city wherepeopleare (andfeel) safe
in theirhomesandneighborhoods,on
theirstreetsandin theirbusinesses,and
all projectsrecommendedin thisplan
shouldbe carriedout with an eyeto-

wardthesecurity(realandperceived)
ofresidentsandvisitors.
Infrastructureneeds:Streets,drainage
and similar functionsmust remaina
priority in Pasadena,for if the city’s
mostbasicoperationscannotbe car-
riedoutproperly,thereis no reasonto
expectthatwewill drawnewcomers
to visit orstay.

• Appearance/beautification:It is inevi-
tablethatPasadena’sphysicalenviron-
ment and appearancewill affect its
socialenvironmentby helping to cre-
ate a certainmindsetand perception
of the communityamongthosewho
live andworkhereandthosewhovisit.
Recognizingthis,ourcommunitymust
strive for continuousimprovementin
its appearancethroughincentivesfor
complianceandpenaltiesfor refusal
to meetstandardsagreedupon by a
majority ofPasadenans.

• Neighborhoodintegrity/preservation:
A corestrengthofanycity is thequal-
ity ofitsneighborhoods-- if peopledo
not haveapleasantplaceto live, they
will leave. Sinceno groupis stronger
thantheweakestofits individualmem-
bers,it is essentialthat the city con-
tinue to work toward achievingthe
higheststandardsof quality in all of
its neighborhoodsby preventingun-
wantedbusinessencroachment,ensur-
ing that all housingmeetsminimum
standardsfor decency,andmaintain-
ing anenvironmentin whicheveryper-

11



sonrecognizesandrespectstherights
ofthoseliving and/orworkinginprox-
imity to him orher.

• Communicative,responsivegovern-
ment: Continuedemphasismust be
placedon building strongerpartner-
shipsbetweencitizensandtheirmu-
nicipal governmentthroughregular,
constructiveinteractionwith commu-
nity groupsand individuals by local
government,and vice versa. At its
mostbasiclevel, anygovernmentrep-
resentsnothingmorethanacollection
of individuals, and citizensand gov-
ernmentmustrecognizetheneedfor
eachto helptheothertowardimprove-
mentbypursuingtheidealsofconsen-
sus,communication,caringand com-
monsense.Towardthis end,manyof
the projectsrecommendedaspartof
the PasadenaPlan should be imple-
mentedonly afterextensivepublic in-
put is collectedregardingtheirspecif-
ics. This focus on continuedexpan-
sion andencouragementof citizenin-
volvementshouldapplyto anyneces-
saryrevisionofthePasadenaPlanwar-
rantedby circumstancesnot foreseen
during its assembly.

• Marketing/image:Pasadenamayhave
roomfor improvement,but it remains
adesirableplaceto live andwork. As
wecontinueto growin theareasnoted
above,we must makesure that the
messageof ourprogressis delivered
to thosewithin and outsidethis city.
Perceptionis reality, and all the im-
provementsin the world will not be
enoughif the city doesnot focuson
establishingapositivemindsetamong
thosewho live, work orvisit here.

In reviewingthePasadenaPlan’s final draft,
we must emphasizeone other point: while
implementationoftheseprojectsis important,
ensuringtheir continuedsuccessis equally
essential. Theplanningandimplementation
ofanyphysicalimprovementsoutlinedherein
shouldincludeamaintenanceplan(including
necessaryfuturefunding)for suchprojects,and
recommendedprograms’ implementation
shouldbe followed by regularevaluationto
ensurethat thedesiredresultsareachieved.

By focusingon thesethemes,andby demon-
strating a commitmentto progressthrough
implementationoftherecommendationsmade
hereinby thecitizensofPasadena,this com-
munity will continuethe string of successes
that havemarkedits first 103 years. This is
notjust theresponsibilityofthoseatPasadena
City Hall or thecity’s otherpublic institutions;
it is incumbentuponeachandeverycitizenof
Pasadenato find waysto makethis city abet-
ter, stronger,moredynamic andconsistently
improvingentity. Shouldevenone ofus fail
tokeepourcommunity’sbettermentatthefore-
front ofourthoughts,wewill fall shortofour
potentialfor success.Wemustnot let thishap-
pen; instead,we must draw closertogether,
focuson the future while not neglectingthe
principlesandpracticesthathavebroughtus
this far, andforge aheadin aspirit ofcoopera-
tion, progressandgoodwill. This work will
neverbe finished,butby bandingtogetherwe
will guaranteeourselvesa future where ob-
staclesbecomeopportunitiesanddreamsbe-
comereality.

This statementhasbeenreviewedbytheCore
andSteeringcommittees,andrepresentscon-
sensusof themembersofthosegroups.
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SECTION 2

TOURISM AND VISITOR GROWTH

OPENING STATEMENT

Recognizingthepotentiallysignificantimpact
thatentertainment-andtourism-relatedmoney
canhaveona municipality’s local economy,
we recommendsthat Pasadenamakea strong
effort to createfor itselfan environmentand
imagethat arevisitor-friendly. While a few
citiesacrossAmericahavebeensuccessfulin
creatingtotallynewidentitiesfor themselves
aspart of similar programs,positive results
appearmoreeasilyachievedby building on
existingattributes.With that in mind,it is the
committee’ssuggestionthatPasadenaplayon
themesthathavealwaysbeenwith us, though
theyhaveattimesbeensubduedorallowedto
becomenegativereflectionson thecity’s im-
age. Includedamongtheseare the city’s
“country” image,ourstatusasa siteof some
historical importance,andour location adja-
centto the nation’s fourth-largestcity, the
world’s largestchemical-manufacturingcom-
plex andGalvestonBay.

Efforts to makePasadenamore appealingto
outsiderscanbebrokeninto threesubcatego-
ries: creatingattraction(s),developingsup-
port businesses(hotels,restaurants,etc.) for
thosewhovisit theattractions,andmarketing
theattractions.Particularlyin thefinal area,
Pasadenais lacking;whilethecity alreadyin-
cludesor is nearfeaturessuchastheVince’s
BridgeandSantaAnnacapturesites,theSan
JacintoBattlegroundand Monument,the
Armand Bayou NatureCenterandNASA’s

JohnsonSpaceCenter,theseattractionsareleft
forothercitiesto claim. At thesametime, the
PasadenaConventionCenterneedsto continue
expansionof its marketingefforts. This re-
portaddressesall threefacetsofdevelopinga
tourism/visitor-basedeconomy,recognizes
eachasequalto theothersin importance,and
recommendsimplementingall threesimulta-
neously, letting whatevermomentumis
amassedon onefront helpspurgrowthin the
othertwo areas.

Finally, it is importantto note thatimprove-
mentssuchasthosenotedbelow arenot in-
tendedforthesoleuseofthosefrom othercit-
ies orstates.The recommendedprojectswill
allow usasPasadenansto spendmoreof our
entertainmentdollarsat homeinsteadoftak-
ing themto Houstonor other locales. And
while wecancertainlyboostPasadena’srepu-
tationasaplaceto visit throughsuchimprove-
ments,wecanalsoimproveourcommunity’s
appealasaplaceto live andworkby making
it a city that offers its residentstheopportu-
nity to enjoy theirevenings,weekendsand
daysoff from schoolorworkwithoutleaving
town.

GOALS/TIMELINE

Priority #1 (Immediate): Take aggressive
steps toward development of an family-ori-
entedentertainmentcomplexthat wouldpro-
videavarietyof entertainment.Potentialas-
pectsofthedevelopmentmight includeares-
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taurant,memorabiliacollection,recordingstu-
dio, anddancehalllconcertfacility capableof
accommodatingperformancesbyregionaland
nationalacts.

Priority #2 (Immediate): Seekout and re-
cruitdevelopersofhotelsandrestaurantswith
the goalof attractingsuchestablishmentsto
Pasadena.By interviewing restaurantand
hotelindustrymembersand/orexperts,andby
conductingmarketstudieswherenecessary,a
programcanbeoutlinedbywhichthecity can
attracttheseamenities. Part of this will in-
volve studyingpotentialobstaclesto develop-
mentofupscalerestaurantsandamajorhotel
in Pasadena,andworking to eliminatethose
obstacleswhereverpossible. Examplesof
suchstepswill likely include offering of fi-
nancialincentivesto developerswilling to
sharethe risk of suchnewventures,and re-
scindingthe restrictionson alcoholicbever-
agesalesin northPasadena(lifting ofthe“dry”
regulationsshould be pairedwith newrules
thatlimit alcoholsalesto restaurantsandsimi-
lar establishmentswherefood is theprimary
draw).

Priority #3 (Immediate): Placegreaterem-
phasison the city’s placeon the TexasFree-
dom/IndependenceTrail, and on the histori-
calsitespresentin Pasadena.Directionalsigns
to importanthistoricalsitesshould beevalu-
atedto ensuremaximumeffectivenessin point-
ing visitorsandlocal residentsto theseloca-
tions,whichwill bedevelopedfurtheraspart
ofthehistoricalparkthemelaid out in thenatu-
ral resourcessection.

Priority #4 (Immediate): To help counter
negativeimpressionsofPasadenaby outsid-
ers, andto impressupon othersthepositive

stridesbeingmadeby the city, developand
implementa comprehensivemarketingstrat-
egy with funding from the hotel/motel tax.
Pasadena’slocationasa hub from which to
seemanyGulf Coastattractionscanbe em-
phasizedasa.drawingcard,alongwith exist-
ing local sitesandactivitiesof interest(more
canbe addedasotherelementsoftheoverall
plan areput into action). Thefollowing ele-
mentsaresuggestedaspart of a Pasadena
marketingdrive:
• Placeadvertisementsin regionaland

nationalmagazines,targetingvarious

aspectsof Pasadena’sappealto spe-
cific audiencessuchasoutdoorand
boatingenthusiasts,recreationalve-
hicle owners/users,musicfans,Texas
travelers,and petrochemicalindustry
membersandaffiliates;

• Createa telephonehotline to provide
information on Pasadenaasa travel
stop or destinationto interestedpar-
ties;

• Createtopic-specificliterature (tar-
getedto audienceslike thosenoted
above)formailoutandfor distribution
atvisitors’ centers,airportkiosks,etc;

• Createa local tourismbureauthatwill
providevisitorsandresidentswith in-
formation on local attractionsand
highlights.

Priority #5 (Mid-range): Takemeasuresnec-
essaryto attractamajororminor leaguepro-
fessionalsportsfranchiseto Pasadena,with
baseballorsoccerbeinglikely candidates.

Priority #6 (Mid-range): Develop a
“farmer’s market,”modeledaftersimilarsuc-
cessfulventuresin othermajorcities, where
vendorscansell produce,arts andcraftsand

22



otheritems(with closesupervisionto prevent
the emergenceof a “flea market” image) to
citizens in a comfortable,“country” atmo-
sphere.

Priority #7 (Short-range):Capitalizeon the
city’s accesstoGalvestonBaybypursuingde-
velopmentof aregionalmarinalresortfacility
along the city’s bay frontage. Possibleele-
mentscould includeboat slips, one or more
restaurants,retail shopsanda hotel.

Priority #8 (Mid-range): Developa major
recreational-vehicleparkto accommodatean-
nual RV club gatheringsand othervisitors
throughout the year.

Priority#9 (Short-range):Seekdesignation
asan All-American City (or similar distinc-
tion throughalike program),therebyincreas-
ing recognitionof Pasadena’sstrengthsby
thoseoutsidethecity.
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The ComprehensivePlan

City of Morgan’s Point, Texas

This is a comprehensivePlan for the guidanceand future development of the City of

Morgan’s Point, Texas. TheCity of Morgan’sPoint is locatedabout22 miles southeastof

downtown Houston, on the extreme east side of Harris County and hasshoreline on

Galveston Bay, the Houston Ship Channel and the Port of Houston, Barbour’s Cut

Facilities. Morgan’s Point is bound to the westby the City of La Porte. There are three

meansofaccessto Morgan’s Point by; (I) Barbour’s Cut Boulevard, (2) East Main Street

and (3) l3ayridge Road. Baibour’s Cut Boulevard is a primary transportation corridor to

the Port of Houston Facility and is a four-lane divided thoroughfare. To the west it

intersects SU 146 in La Porte and dead-endson the eastend at the Barbour’s Cut port

facility. The other two thoroughfares are two lane sections that serve the residential

neighborhoods.

Approximately filly eight (58) percert ofthe land area ofthe city is utilized by the Port of

Houston aspart of its Barbour’s Cut facility. This project began in 1970 and the land was

condemned to allow for construction. The Port has committed, however, to the

developmentof its existing siteprior to any further land expansion. It is worth noting that

Morgan’s Point had a zoning ordinance in place at the time of the Port project which did

not prevent the Port from moving into the community even though it designatedthe land

residential to control development. This planwill attemptto integratethis facility with the
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desiresof the residents of the city. The FentressRracewefl Barbour’sCut Terminal is a

major container port and has had a great physicaland economicimpact on Morgan’s Point

and the surrounding communities. This facility is one of the largest and most modern

containerports in the nation and will provide inevitable growth for the city. At the

present, excepting the Port of Houston, there are three major industrial and commercial

ventures in the city with the remaining developmentdedicated to single-family residential.

Of this residential area, approximately 150±acres is used by Boys and Girls Harbor, a

home for dependentchildren. Some of the finest homes in the area are located along

Morgan’s Point’s bayfront neighborhood, including the Sterling/Osborn Mansion, a retreat

offormer Texas Governor RossSterling. in 1995,after a great deal ofefFort on behalfof

the Morgan’s Point Historical District Committee, many of the other historic homeson

I3ayridge Road were accepted as and incorporated into the Morgan’s Point National

Historic District.

This plan is designedto integrate the variety of uses that are contained within the

corporate limits of theCity to providea “fit” that will serveboth industryandthecitizens

of Morgan’s Point. The consensusof the city’s population is to continue to develop the

available property as residential, to maintain and improve the character of the City.

Commercial and industrial property ownersare to be considered in a fair and reasonable

manner.

In planningfor thefuture,Morgan’sPointmustconsiderthefollowing:

comprehensivePlanFinalFeb., 1996



industrial, Comnijcial, andResidential Development,

• Leisure Activity,

• Public Usesincluding Parks and Open Space,

• Traffic Circulation and PedestrianAccess,

• Utility Infrastructure, and

• Capital Requirementsfor the future.

For Morgan’s Point to remain a high quality residential community, these issuesmust be

addressed in a format that incorporates and guides the city toward these future goals.

Within the structure ofthe comprehensiveplan the city should define its policies for ftiture

economic,environmental, and financial growth basedon the desires and objectivesof the

peopleofMorgan’s Point.

Growing out of this planning processis the developmentofthe Land UsePlan or Master

Plan that embodiesthe goalsand objectivesof the ComprehensivePlan.

The ComprehensivePlan is truly comprehensivein nature and specifically addresseseach

ofthe following areas:

• Land Use,

• Water and Wastewater Systems,

• Streetsand Traffic Circulation,

• Parks, Open Spaceand Other Recreation,

• Residential Development.

To movetoward the goalsprojected in each oftheseareaswill require action on the city’s

part and all of these actions should be basedon factors such as development,maintaining
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the character of the City, and fiscal ability over These factors will affect the

feasibility of implementing the entire plan.

Three oftheseareas may require capital outlay for Morgan’s Point:

• Water and Wastewater,

• Streetsand Traffic Circulation, and

• Parks, Open Spaceand Other Recreational facilities.

The capital improvement plan will be developedas a later adjunct to this document.

The ComprehensivePlan illustrates the city’s approach to its own developmentand will

allow the city to realize its goals, in part, through the ongoing enforcement of its zoning

ordinance. The zoning ordinance should be looked upon as the tool to implement the

goals set forth in the plan not vice versa. The Master Plan or Land UsePlan is intended

to further the goalsof the ComprehensivePlan as follows:

• EncourageHigh Quality Residential Development

• Establish Certain “BufFer Zones” Adjacent to the Barbour’s Cut

Facility

• Maintain andExpandAll ExistingGreenbelts

• Provide For the Developmentof Large Undivided Tracts of

Property.

• Provide for the Developmentof Streetsas Public Accessis

Required.

• Provide for the Expansionof Both Water and Wastewater

Utilities.

• Provide for the Developmentthe City’s Recreational and Open

SpaceNeeds.

• Consider the Current Needsand Requirementsofthe
Population.
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INTRODUCTION
The Baytown ComprehensivePlanUpdate
is an official public document,adoptedby
theCity Council, that will serveas a guide
for policy decisionsrelatingto thephysical
growth and economicdevelopmentof the
communityoverthe next20 years. In addi-
tion to providing a community vision and
goals and objectives to work toward
through Year 2020, the plan assessesthe
opportunities and challenges facing the
City, identifies important policies and
strategies,andsetspriorities for an aggres-
sive implementationprogramthat empha-
sizesspecificactionsandpracticalresults.

Baytown’s updatedcomprehensiveplan is
organizedinto eleven (11) individual plan
elementswhich addresstheexisting condi-
tions, issues,goals, objectives,and action

plansfor variousfacetsof the community.
Theseelementsinclude:

I. Introduction
2. CommunityVision
3. CommunityProfile

LandUseandAnnexation
CommunityAppearanceandImage
Transportation
EnvironmentalResources
ParksandRecreation
Housing
Utilities

11. Implementation

The geographicalplanning area encom-
passedin this plan includesboth the incor-
poratedarea and the extrateiritorial juris-
diction (ETJ) of theCity.

TheBaytown ComprehensivePlanUpdate
is the resultof manyhoursof consideration
and input from the community’s residents
andleaders.Citizen involvementis the cor-
nerstoneof anycomprehensiveplan.Meet-
ingsof thevariousofficial groupsweresup-
plementedby a major community forum
earlyin theprocessandmany smallergath-
erings(neighborhoodforums) of residents,
businessleadersand City representatives
acrossthe community. Throughextensive
community involvement, the comprehen-
sive plan study incorporatesthe commu-
nity’s valuesin termsof qualityof life, char-
acterand scaleof development,urbanform,
aestheticappeal,andhownewdevelopment
shouldbe integratedwith the existingand
futurecity fabric.

COMMUNITY VIsIoN
TheBaytown ComprehensivePlanUpdate
is organizedandwill beimplementedusing
a hierarchy of guiding principles. The
overall Community Vision is at the topof
the hierarchy. A set of community goals
follows with supportiveobjectives,policies,
and actions to form the implementation
framework and provide direction for the
future growth and development of the
community. Eachelementof theplanhasa
vision statement that is specific to the
element and consistentwith the overall
vision of the community. A “visioning”
process was conducted to develop a
community consensuson the goals and

objectivesthat form the frameworkfor the
updatedComprehensivePlan. In order to
createa sharedvision of the future, the
processinvolved city leadersandcitizensin
a dialogueto identify issues,determinethe
assetsand challengesof the community,
andpreparegoalsandobjectivesthat will
shapeanddefinethat future.

The vision statementsand goals which
form the foundation of this plan were
developed following identification and
thoroughreview of Baytown’smajorassets
and challenges and key planning issues
facingthecommunitythrough2020.

“To have a s’tsio,j
meansto look ahead —

to imagine the future.
~‘isioning is a process
by which a
community envisions
its preferred future.”

The Baytown
Vision is a broad
statement of how
the community
views itself as it
moves into the 2l’~
Centujy. It is an
ideal image of the
future based on the
c 0 m m u n i t y’ 5

values.

BAYT0wN’s VISION: To bea communitythat continuesto value“communify”firstandforemost,capitalizingon its resourcefulcitizens, communitygroups,
and businessesin thespiritofcontinuousimprovement.

To bea communitythatcelebratesfamiliesandcommunityinteractionby ensuringdiverseandhigh-qualityopportunitiesfor housing,employment,educationand
recreation.

Tobea communitythat hasapositiveimageandappearancewhichis recognizedandenjoyedby residentsand byvisitorsalike.

Tobea communitythatstrivesto balanceresidential,commercial,industrial, andpublic/institutionaldevelopmentsupportedbyquality infrastructureand transpor-
tation systems.

Tobea communitythatp1acesa highpremiumon thesafetyofitscitizensthrougheffectivelawenforcementprogramsandsounddevelopmentpracticesthat buffer
neighborhoodsfromincompatibledevelopmentandexcessivetraffic.

Tobea communitythatcelebratesand buildson its richhistory, imageandpopulationdiversity.

To bea communitythatwelcomesvisitorsandnewresidentswithlivable neighborhoods,qualityschools,an unmatchedparkssystem,andefficientpublic servicede-
livery.

To bea communitythat ispreparedfor andamenableto newdevelopmentwhilerecognizingthefundamentalimportanceofitsestablishedneighborhoods,commer-
cial corridors and historicareas.

To bea communitythat appreciatesitsunusualendowmentoflandand waterresourcesandcontinuesto bea leaderamongmunicipalitiesin local landacquisition,
preservation,andpublicaccesstechniques.

To bea communitythat recognizes“smartgrowth” andsustainabledevelopmentasmorethanpassingfadsandmaintainsthenecessaryprogramsandsupportfor
effectivegrowthmanagement.

To beacommunityknownfor itsprogressivepublicandprivateleadership,responsivenessto theneedsofcitizensandbusinesses,andpositiveandinnovativeap-
proachesto communitydevelopmentchallenges.

4.

5.
6.
7.

8.
9.
10.

Paqe2 Bavtown2020 Comprehensive Plan
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• The Plan is the Foundation for AU City PoIicies~
Strategies,and Actions

The GalvestonComprehensivePlan is only asvalid as
the vision which inspires and motivates it, and as the
policies,strategies,and actionsthat will carry it out. It is
necessary,but not sufficient, to point the City in the right
direction. In order for the City to achieve effective
implementation,the Plan must be usedto guideday-to-
day operationswith newcoordinatingmechanismsthat
ensurethe plan’s policiesandstrategiesarefollowed in
all City activities, ranging from rezoningsandcode
enforcement,to prioritiessetin theCapitalImprovement
Program (CIP).

• The Plan is the Community’s “To Do” List
Comprehensiveplans often fall short due to their failure
to identify in detail actions, timetables, responsibilitiesand
resourcesneeded.To exert an effective influence on the
future of thecommunity,the GalvestonComprehensive
Plan has been crafted as a continuum: from Vision, to
Goals and Objectives, to Strategies, to concreteActions.
In adopting the ComprehensivePlan, the City Council and
City administration commit to “staying the course,” i.e.,to
consistentlyapplytheComprehensivePlannot only asa
policy guide, but alsoasthe community’s 20-year“to do”
list.

____________________ - ~

The following summarizes.ourcommunity’sshared vision
for the future of Galveston~.The ComprehensivePlan has
been constructedupon thefoundation of aspirations and
values reflected in this collective vision.

A SHARED VISION...

Galveston has a strong sense of civic pride and
belonging.
Becauselong-termplanning is thestandardon theisland,
wearepositiveaboutourfuture, andourcity andits citizens
havethe ability to realizetheir fullpotential. Galvestoncitizens
havecommongoalsandasharedvisionofthefuture.

Galveston enjoys a diversity of cultures and an
atmosphereoftrusL
All cultureswork togetherto reachcommongoalsandthe
spirit of the communitygrows. Different groups,be they
ethnic,religious,pólitica!, economicor other,understandand
valueeachother’sneedsand interests.

1.

-

The Comprehensive Plan
should be thought of as the
community’s 20-year “to do”
list.
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Galveston is a beautiful place to live, visit, work anddo
business.
Galvestonis a city with well-maintained infrastructure, great
cultural attractions and recreational activities. It’s
neighborhoods,beaches,parksand esplanadesare
revitalized,safeandbeautiful.

Galveston’s citizens have positive relationships withcity,
state and federal governmental agencies.
Oursoundeducationalsystem~skilled workforce,increasing
taxbaseandfinancialsolvencyarethebasisofGalveston’s
quality reputation.

Galveston is a cityofpossibilities.

...andSHARED VALUES

Long-term planning
Quality planningthatincludesa sharedvisionof ourfuture
direction. .

Enhancement of Island aesthetics
RespectGalveston’sheritage,encouragepreservationof
historic resourcesandenhanceGalveston’sbeaches,parks •~

and roadways. .

Astrongtaxbase
Diversify and expandthe employmentand tax baseand
promote the.creation of well-paying jobs. Provide active
supportto helpgrowprosperousandstableminority-owned
businesses.

A better future for children
Provide a quality education and personal skill development
for all children. Createopportunities for them to servetheir
community to improve thequality of life.

Strongneighborhoods
Economic development is impossible without successful,
attractive, safeandliveableneighborhoods.Neighborhoods
and businesseswork togetherto achieveeconomic
developmentwhilealsoenhancingtheneighborhoods’quality
oflife.

Collaboration and accountability
Createopportunitiesandmakeiteasyforpeopleto participate
in decisionsthat impact their daily lives. Work together
towards win-win solutions, enhancing the spirit of our
community.

Galveston is a City of great cultural attrac-
tions and recreational activities.

The Plan aims to pro-
vide a better future for
children in the commu-
mty

Galveston Comprehensive Plan



Value our diversity
Respect,strengthen,utilize and celebratediversity!
Encouragepeopleto appreciatewhotheyreally are, help
themto developtheirfull~potentialand utilize theirunique
talents,skills andcreativéideas.

Following this introduction,Chapter2.0, Socio-Economic
Factors, presentspopulationandeconomictrendsandtheir
associatedimplications for the developmentof the
ComprehensivePlan.The mostsignificantfinding in this
chapteris that, accordingto the 2000Census,Galveston
haslostsome3.1%ofits populationsince1990,continuing
thelong-termtrendtowardadecliningpopulation.Thisfact
shouldserveto underscorethemandateto improvetheCity’s
housingstock andattractnew middle-incomehousing,in
newdevelopmentaswell asin rehabilitationand reuseof
the City’s large inventoryof residentialunits in historic
neighborhoods.

The core~àfthe ComprehensivePlanis presentedinChapter
3.0, PlanElemonts. Three of these elements, Housing and
Neighborhoods, Economic Development and Community
Characterreflect keystrategicdirectionswhichemerged from
communityinput andfrom theworkoftheCitizensSteering
Committee.andrelatedsubcommittees.Theseelementscall
for bold new initiatives to preserveand revitalize
neighborhoods,expandmiddle incomehousing,promote
economicdiversificationandimprovecommunityaesthetics,
particularlyatkey gatewaysandcorridorssuchasSeawall
BoulevardandBroadwayBoulevard...

In addition,a Land UseElement is presentedto indicate
waysin whichzoninganddevelopmentregulationsneedto
be adjustedto facilitate strategicinitiatives in the other
elements,to eliminateobsolescenceandlanduseconflicts,
and to addresspressingissuesof public safetysuchas
concernover the ability to evacuatewestend’residents.
However,’ it mustbenotedthat thegoals, objectives,and
strategiescontainedin the Land Use Elementdo not
constitutezoning regulationsor establishzoningdistrict
boundaries.

Finally, a Historic Preservat ion Element is provided as.’a
meansof establishinga newmandatefor leadershipby the
City. of Galveston,in coordinatingand supportingthe
important work of many,in the community to preserve
Galveston’srich historicheritage.

Galveston is a community that values
and celebrates~diversity.
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Portsand Waterways Safety AssessmentWorkshop
Texas City, TX

August 21, 2000

Attendee List

Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Name

Company

Address

Phone
Fax

E-mail

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Name

Company

Addres~

Phone

Fax

E-mail

joe iiioer

Port of Texas (Texas City Terminals)

TexasCity, IX 77592

(409)945-4461 xl 5

(~!~)~9~TQ~ —~

Jgilder37~aoI.com

Phil Glenn

Clean Channel

3110 Pasadena Frwy.
Pasedona, TX 77503 ~.

(713) 534-6195

(713) 534-6197

pglenn@pdq.net

Alisha Goldberg

Galveston Bay Foundation

17324-A Highway 3

Webster, DC 77598

(281) 332-3381

(281) 332-3153

gbf©electrotox.com

Jeremy Goodson

Garner Environmental

1717W.
13

th St.

Deer Part, TX 77536

(281) 930-1200

(281) 478-0296

N(A

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Name

Company

Address

Phone
Fax

E-mail

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Joebridles

AmericanaShipping

401 E. Jackson St #3300
Tampa, FL 33602

(813)276-4670

(813)209-3994

jbridges©americanaships.com

Dean Cheramie
Kirby Marine

18350 Market (George Peterkin BIg)

Channelview, TX 77530
(713)435-1663

. (713)435-1616
Dean.cheramie@kmtc.com

Jim Coonrod

Galveston — Texas City Pilots

P0 Box 16110

Galveston, IX 77552

(409) 740-1671 (personal)

N/A
jimcrod@swbell.net

Richard Eames

BPAmoco

2800 FM 519East

Texas City, TX 77592

(409) 945-1349

(409) 943-1307

eamesrd@bpcom



Name

Company

Address

Galena Park, TX 77547

(713) 671-5199

(713) 671-5177

Name

Company

Address

_________ Phone

Fax

E-mail

Tim Leitzell

Marine Exchange of the West Gulf, Inc.

111 E. Loop North

Houston, TX 77029

(281) 821-1208

(281)821-1216

IJeitzell~bufterworthsystems.com

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax
E-mail

Bing Hastings

USCG Auxiliary

308 Tara Park

Conroe, TX 77302

(936) 321-5896

(936) 321-6348
binghastings~woridnet.att.net

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Marvin Reed

Texas Waterways Operators Association

8401 W. Monroe Rd.

Houston, IX 77061

(713) 943-5063
(713)943-5060
mreed©coastaItowing~com

CWOThomas Horan

USCG Group Base

P.O. Box 1912

Galveston, DC 77553-1912

(409) 766-4715

(409) 766-5602

thoran©grugalvesthn.uscgmil

Jim Indest

TNRCC

5425 Polk Ave., Ste. H

Houston, TX 77023
(713)767-3561

N/A

Jindest.tnrcc.state.tx.us

CDR Rick Kaser

USCG Marine Safety Unit Galveston

601 Rosenburg; Rm 309

Galveston, TX 77550

(409) 766-3609

(409) 766-3689

rmkaser@mjugalveston.uscg.mil

Name

• Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

John Salvesen

OdfjeQ Tankers (USA) Inc.

12211 Port Road

Seabrook, TX 77586

(713) 844-2200

(713) 844-2211

E-mail John.saivesen(~Houston.odtjeII-tankers.com

CAPT Wayne Gusman

USCG Marine Safety Office HoustonlGa$v.

P.O. Box 446

Phone

Fax

E-mail wgusman©msohouston.uscg.mil

Name

Company
Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Name
Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Tom Rodino

Shiner, Moséley & Associates, Inc.
555 N. Carancahua, Ste. 1650

CorpusChristi, TX 78478
(361) 857-2211
(361) 857-7234

trodino@shinermoseley.com

John Rozsypal
USArmy Corps of Engineers (Galv. Dist.)

P.O. Box 1229

Galveston, TX 77551

(409) 766-3091

(409) 766-3999

Johnny.rozsypal@usace.army.mil

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax



John Savage

G&H Towing

P.O. Drawer. 2270

Galveston, TX 77554

(409)744-6311

(409) 740-2575

jsavage~wt.net

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Steve Gallaway (Observer

)

Americana Shipping

401 E. Jackson St #3300

Tampa, FL 33602

(813) 276-4670

(813)209-3994 ________

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax
E-mail

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Name
Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

CDR Pete Simons

USCG Vessel Traffic Servk~.e

9640 Clinton Drive

Houston, TX 77029

(713) 671-5164
(713)671-5159

psimons@vtshouston.uscg.mil

Kelly Teichman

T&T Marine Salvage, Inc

.

9323 Teichman
Galveston, TX 77554
(409) 744-1222
(409) 744-5218
t2marinec~aoI.com

Gean Smith (Observer)

S.SA

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E~.mail

Name

Company

Address

Phone

Fax
E-mail

Name
Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Name
Company

Address

Phone

Fax

E-mail

Name “•.

Company

Address

•_.~•••_•.•...•••••.•.•••~••••.___•••.... ~ ..•,•••• •...

Phone

Fax

E-mail



U.S. Department Commanding Officer P0 Box 446
of Transportation United States Coast Guard Galena Park, TX 77547-0446

Marine Safety Office Houston-Galveston Phone: (713)671-5100
United States Fax: (713)671-5147
Coast Guard

16610
March 1, 2002

Subj: TEXAS CITY PORTSAND WATERWAY SAFETYASSESSEMENT(PAWSA)FIRST
ANNUAL REVIEW

DearPAWSA Participants:

Thefirst annualreviewofthePortsandWaterwaySafetyAssessment(PAWSA) for the Portof Texas
City was conductedon 11 September,2001. Theoriginal assessmentwascompletedon 21 August,
2000. Thepurposeofthereviewwasto updatethestatusof actionitems identifiedin 2000,modify as
neededthekey assumptionsmadeto reflectchangesin tradeorenvironmentalfactorsandassesstheir
impacton the2000results,andspecificallyevaluatetheimpactofchangesin theTexasCity
InternationalTerminal(TCIT) proposal. Theagendafor thesessionis providedasEnclosure(1), the
rosterofparticipantsis Enclosure(2).

Enclosure(3) is asummaryof theactionitems identifiedatthe 2000assessment,alongwith the
correspondingstatusandfuture actionsfor each. Severalsignificantactionitemshavebeen
completed,andwerejudgedby thegroupto havehad substantialimpactin mitigating risk. Many
otheritemsarestill in progress,and weredeterminedto remainvalid. I requestthattheleadagency
for eachin-progressactionitem providea writtenupdateon thestatus,alongwith recommendations
for completion,by 1 June,2002. Pleasesendupdatesto theCommandingOfficer, MarineSafetyUnit
Galveston,who will collectand disseminatethestatusreports.

All ofthekey assumptionsmadefor thePort Profile in the2000assessmentwerereviewedand
validated. All oftheassumptionsremainvalid. Someadditionalassumptionsregardinginfrastructure
developmentandchangesin tradewereadded,but noneofthesesignificantlychangedthe2000
assessmentresultsor producedadditionalactionitemsfor risk mitigation. The summaryof thePort
Profile review is Enclosure(4).

Finally, a changeanalysiswasconductedto determinetheimpactofmovingtheproposedturning
basinassociatedwith theTCIT project. Whenthe2000PAWSA wasconducted,theproposalwasto
locatetheturningbasinwell clearofthechannelin thevicinity ofthe SterlingTerminal (seeEnclosure
(5)). Themostrecentproposalis to movetheturining basineastso that it is partofthechannel,
immediatelyoff oftheTCIT dock. (seeEnclosure(6)). Thebaselinefor thechangeanalysiswasthe
TCIT proposalasevaluatedduring the2000PAWSA. UsingthePAWSA Port Risk Model (Enclosure
(7)) asa templateto ensuresystematicevaluationof theentirewaterwaysystem,thework group
analyzedeachindividual risk factorto identify thosewhich wereimpactedby thechangein the turning
basinlocation. Of the20 risk factorsevaluatedin theoriginal PAWSA, only four(thoseassociated
with waterwayconfiguration)weredeterminedto havebeenimpactedby therelocationof theturning
basin. Furtheranalysisof thesefour risk factorsdeterminedthat thenetimpactoftherelocationofthe
turningbasin is positive in termsofbothwaterwaysafetyand economicimpactassociatedwith the
TCIT proposal.The resultsofthe 2000PAWSA werethereforeconsideredto remainsubstantially
proposal. DetailsoftheChangeAnalysisarecontainedin Enclosure(8).
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Subj: TEXAS CITY PORTSAND WATERWAY SAFETY ASSESSEMENT(PAWSA)
FIRSTANNUAL REVIEW

Pleasereviewtheenclosuresand forwardanycommentsorconcernsto LCDR JohnFrancic,at
MarinesafetyUnit Galveston.This reportwill bemodifiedasnecessaryto reflectanyof your
comments.It is worthnotingthat this very importantPAWSA review tookplaceon September
11, 2001,andthatwhile eachofyou contributedyourtime andexpertiseto ensuretheintegrity
andvalidity of theassessment,we wereall learningofthetragic eventsofthat day. I appreciate
yourwillingnessto “staythecourse”and completethereviewin spiteoftheobviousdistractions
andconfusionofthatmorning. Thankyou for yourcontinuedsupportof ourmutualeffort to
ensurea safeandefficient marinetransportationsystem.

Sincerely,

./
/7

i~IN S. COOK

9’aptain,U.S. CoastGuard

captainofthePort

End: (1) Agenda
(2) RosterofParticipants
(3) Action Item Summary
(4) PortProfile Review
(5) OriginalTurningBasinProposal
(6)CurrentTurningBasinProposal
(7) PAWSA PortRisk Model
(8) ChangeAnalysis

Copy: D8(m)
COMDT (G-MWV)



TIME FUNCTION ‘PURPOSE LEAD
~ö~00-0910 Welcomingremarks&

introductions
Welcome& introduceall participants Capt.Cook

0910-0920 PAWSA ProcessReview Reviewpurpose,scopeandprocessofthe CDRThomas
2000PAWSA analysis. Setgoalsfor the
PAWSA review.
Establishcurrentstatusofall risk
mitigationactionitems identifiedfor
eachrisk factorat the2000 PAWSA.
Evaluateeffectivenessofthosealready
implemented.Validateneedfor those
still in progressornot yet in progress.

1015-1030 Validate2000PAWSAkey
assumptions(note 1)

List specificchangesto thecurrent
conditionsoranticipatedtrendsidentified
for eachrisk factorat the2000PAWSA.
Determinetheimpactofanychangeson
therisk mitigationactionsidentified.

LCDR Francic

1030-1045 Break
1045-1100 TCIT TurningBasinProposal PresentdetailsofthenewTCIT turning

basinproposal.
SharonTirpak
USACE

1100-1200 ChangeAnalysis— TCIT turning
basin,

Identifyrisk associatedwith proposed
changeto locationof turningbasin.
Evaluateimpactof changeon the2000
PAWSA results

CDR Thomas

1200-1215 Wrap-Up Reviewactionitems,if any. Review
ParkingLot items,if any.

LCDR Francic

Note 1: Participantsshould reviewtheTexasCity PAWSA Reportdated31 Jan2001 prior to themeeting.

Purpose:Review& validatetheresultsof the2000PAWSA for theTexasCity Channel.Assessanychanges
in thekeyassumptionsmadein 2000(vesseltraffic, trade,etc)on theresults. Specificallyassessthe impactof
changesin theTCIT proposal.

Location: TexasCity PortAuthority Building, 2425Hwy 146 North (intersectionof Hwy 146& 197)

0920-1015 Reviewof 2000PAWSA action
items(note I)

LT(JG)
Tieman

Enclosure(I)



PAWSA Workshop Review
AttendeeList

September11, 2001

NAME: Richard Eames NAME: Wifliam Crabbs
COMPANY: BP Amoco COMPANY: BP Shipping
ADDRESS: P.O. Box 401 ADDRESS: P.O. Box 2991

Texas City TX 77592 Texas City TX 77592
PHONE: (409) 945-1349 PHONE: (409) 943-2704
EMAIL: eamesrd ©bp.com EMAIL: crabbswd@bp.com

NAME: Steve Teschendorf NAME: Leo Mencacci Ill
COMPANY: CG VTS COMPANY: Bay-Houston Towing Co.
ADDRESS: 9640 Clinton Dr., 2nd floor ADDRESS: P.O. Box 2360

Houston TX 77029-4328 Galveston TX 77553
PHONE: (713) 671-5160 PHONE: (409) 765-9381 or
EMAIL: steschendorf @VTSHouston.uscQ.mil 888-877-5764

EMAIL: mencacci@bayhouston.com

NAME: Michael 1. Godinich NAME: Chris J. Gutierrez
COMPANY: Galveston/Texas City Pilots COMPANY: Galveston/Texas City
ADDRESS: 9301 Paseo Lobo Pilots

Texas City TX 77591 ADDRESS: 8111 Broadway #3
PHONE: (409) 986-7494 Galveston TX 77554
EMAIL: mtgodinich@aol.com PHONE: (409) 741-1267

EMAIL: pilot8l 11 @juno.com

NAME: Joe Gilder NAME: Raul Cantu
COMPANY: Port of Texas City COMPANY: TX DOT
ADDRESS: 2425 Hwy 146N ADDRESS: P.O. Box 149217

Texas City TX 77590 Austin TX 78749
PHONE: (409) 945-4461 PHONE: (512) 416-2344
EMAIL: iciilder37@aol.com EMAIL: rcantu @dot.state.tx.us

NAME: John Savage NAME: Jim Coonrad
COMPANY: G&H Towing Co. COMPANY: Pilots
ADDRESS: P.O. Drawer 2270 ADDRESS: 10 Lakeview Dr

Galveston TX 77553 Galveston TX 77551
PHONE: (409) 744-6311 PHONE: (409) 740-1671
EMAIL: john.savacje @çiandhtowing.com EMAIL: iimcrod@swbell.net

NAME: Paul Jensen NAME: Sharon Tirpak
COMPANY: PBS&J COMPANY: USACE Galveston
ADDRESS: 206 Wild Basin Rd ADDRESS: P.O. Box 1229

Austin TX 78746-3343 Galveston TX 77553
PHONE: (512) 327-6848 PHONE: (409) 766-3136
EMAIL: PAJensen ©PBSJ.com EMAIL: Sharon.tirpak© usace.army.mil
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NAME: Herbie Maurer NAME: Danny R. Anthony
COMPANY: USACE Galveston COMPANY: Marathon Ashland
ADDRESS: P.O. Box 1229 ADDRESS: P.O. Box 1191

Galveston TX 77553 Texas City TX 77592
PHONE: (409) 766-3966 PHONE: (409) 943-7237
EMAIL: EMAIL:

NAME: Warner Welch NAME: John W. Combs
COMPANY: VTS COMPANY: Dept Chief Vessel Exam
ADDRESS: 9640 Clinton Dr FL2 Recreation Boat Safety

Houston TX 77029 ADDRESS: 7199 Spanish Main Grant
PHONE: (713) 671-5136 Galveston TX 77554
EMAIL: rwelch @ vtshouston . usc~.mil PHONE: (409) 737-4270

EMAIL: JohnCombs@msn.com

NAME: Lenore J. Comos NAME: Bill Mathis
COMPANY: USCG Aux PWC/CONOC, COMPANY: Port of Texas City
National Staff Small Boats ADDRESS: Hwy 146N
ADDRESS: 7199 Spanish Main Grant Texas City TX

Galveston TX 77554 PHONE: (409) 946-4661
PHONE: (409) 737-4230
EMAIL: llcombs@juno.com

EMAIL: bmathis@railrorttc.com

NAME: Tom Rodino NAME: Doug Hoover
COMPANY: Shiner Moseley & Assoc. COMPANY: City of Texas City
ADDRESS: 555 N. Carancahua #1 650 ADDRESS: P.O. Drawer 2608

Corpus Christi TX 78478 Texas City TX 77592
PHONE: (361) 857-2211 PHONE: (409) 643-5927
EMAIL: trodino©shinermoselev.com EMAIL: dhoover @texas-city-tx.org

NAME: Donald Dovie NAME: Alex Parkman
COMPANY: CP Ships COMPANY: Stevedoring Services of
ADDRESS: P.O. Box 770262 America, Texas City/Intl

New Orleans LA 70177 Terminal
PHONE: (504) 940-6014 or ADDRESS: 928 5th Avenue North

(504) 250-9901 Texas City TX 77590
EMAIL: PHONE: (409) 643-5881
ddovie ©americanships.com EMAIL: aparkman @ ssofa.com

NAME: lan Pettit NAME: Thomas Tray
COMPANY: Port of Texas City COMPANY: Compass Maritime for
ADDRESS: Hwy 146N TEPPCO Crude Pipeline

Texas City TX ADDRESS: 4218 Lake Grove Dr.
PHONE: (830) 640-3413 Seabrook, TX 77586
EMAIL: ipettit@hctc.net PHONE: (281) 474-5132

EMAIL:
jttray@compassmaritime.com
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NAME: Laura Gissen NAME: Tom Horan
COMPANY: Seaway Crude Pipeline COMPANY: CG Group Galveston

Co.ITeppco Crude Pipeline, ADDRESS: P.O. Box 1912
L.P. Galveston TX 77553
ADDRESS: P.O. Box 551

Texas City TX 77592
PHONE: (409) 949-3701

PHONE: (409) 766-4715
EMAIL: thoran @ gruç~alveston.uscg. mil

EMAIL: LGissen@teppco.com

NAME: LCDR John R. Francic NAME: CDR Paul Thomas
COMPANY: U.S. Coast Guard COMPANY: MSU Galveston

MSU Galveston ADDRESS: P.O. Box 0149
ADDRESS: P.O. Box 0149 Galveston TX 77553

Galveston TX 77553
PHONE: (409) 766-5403
EMAIL: JFrancic ©msuQalveston.usc~.mit

PHONE: (409) 766-5401
EMAIL: PThomas© msuQalveston.uscQ.mil

NAME: LT1g Jason Tieman NAME: Capt Kevin Cook
COMPANY: U.S. Coast Guard COMPANY: MSO Houston-Galveston

MSU Galveston ADDRESS: 9640 Clinton Dr.
ADDRESS: P.O. Box 0149 Houston TX 77553

Galveston, TX 77553
PHONE: (409) 766-5440
EMAIL: JTieman © msugalveston.uscg. mit

PHONE: (713) 671-5199
EMAIL: KCook@msohouston.uscp.mil

NAME: CDR Peter Simons
COMPANY: VTS Houston-Galveston
ADDRESS: 9640 Clinton Dr.

Houston TX 77553
PHONE: (713) 671-5100
EMAIL: PSimons ©vtshouston.uscci.mil I I
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RISK MITIGATION STRATEGY
FOLLOW-UP ON ACTION ITEMS

FROM 2000 PAWSA STUDY

Action Items: Status: Future Action:
Address human factors concerns about tug operator and

j tanker fatigue
In progress COTP to continu~

work
IHarbor Master considers scheduling arrival/departure times to In progress TC Port to
j satisfy growth in traffic continue work
I Consider the need for additional tugsI__________________________________________________________
L~fl!urenew turning basin is clear of the Texas City Channel

In progress TC Port to
continue work

No action Dropped
Formalize the Harbor Master’s: Completed
1) Relationships
2) Authority
3) Responsibilities
Address facility issues in the harbor for tugs and barges No action TC Port to

continue work
Install pilings or moorings and establish a barge fleeting area No action USACE! TC Port
to relieve congestion in Bolivar Roads without creating to continue work
congestion in Texas City
Refine scheduling so that barges arrive when dock is available No action TC Port to

continue work
Trim NW corner at Shoal Point to widen channel and to open Completed
visibility at the entrance to the harbor
Consider using alternate frequency for vessel traffic control Completed
and VT control
Enhance Ports or Ports—like system to provide real-time wind No action TC Port to
velocity and direction information continue work
Explore AIS as an additional new tool In progress VTS to continue

work
Ensure that the design of new container terminal has the Completed
minimum impact on visibility around the Horn
Conduct WAMS of Texas City Channel after new container No Action D8 (oan) to
terminal is built establish
Enhanced traffic advice and surveillance in the Texas City In progress VTS to continue
Channel work
Dredge SE corner of the Texas City “Y” In progress USACE to

continue work
Trim of the NW corner of Snake Island at the Horn to ease the Completed
turn angle
Ensure that the relocated pipeline is deep enough to ensure In progress USACE to
ships needing to anchor in an emergency can’t catch it continue work
Identified for Channel Width risk factor In progress USACE to

continue work
Harbor Master coordinates after hour access to decision- Completed
making personnel from potential spill source companies
Complete the developing Area Contingency Plan for chemical In progress COTP to continue
spills work
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Work more closely with the local Office of Emergency
Management

In progress TC Port to
continue work

Explore new synergies for container inspections In progress COTP to continue
work

Study the impact of storm surge on various parts of port area, In progress TCIT/ TC Port to
articularly planned container terminal continue work

Post storm survey channel In progress TC Port/USACE
to continue work

Use container stacking methods to reduce damage during In progress TCIT to continue
storms work
Use harbor methods to certify channel post storm In progress TC Port to

continue work
Review and update ATON post storm reconstruction plan after No action Change lead
development of TCIT Pilots/USCG ANT
Improve marine fire fighting capability In progress COTP/TC Port to

continue work
Require the use of vapor controls in transferring products Dropped
between ships
Conduct in exercise to validate adequacy of alert and In progress Change lead to
evacuation plans IMAS
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Port of Texas City Port Profile
FOLLOW-UP ON ACTION ITEMS

FROM 2000 PAWSA STUDY

Waterway Navigation Attributes: Status: Addition Items:
Ship ChannelComplexity No Change
Ship ChannelConfiguration No Change
Ship ChannelTraffic No Change
RecreationalActivity No Change

Local FishingActivity
Bottom No Change ,

Currents No Change
Wind ADD —> Wintercold frontsdraw

waterout ofbay
Visibility No Change
Aids-to-Navigation(USCG& Private) No Change
VesselTraffic Systems(VTIS/VTS) ADD —~ PortofTexasCity

oversightof vesseltraffic
SituationAwareness(EachShip) No Change
PlannedInfrastructureDevelopments ADD —~ -Increasewidth of

industrialcanal
-Addbargetraffic lanes
-Build two ship dock in
the industrial canal

Changesin Levelsand/orNatureofWaterwayActivities ADD —~ -Increasedcokeexport
-Increasedshuttletankers
-Increasein refined
petroleumandchemical
imports.

ForecastTraffic Levels ADD —~ Increaseforecastlevelsto
2,700shipsand 16,000
bargesinto year2020

USCG Regulationsto beImplemented ADD —* -Terminalsecurityissues
-Thirdplannedregulation
area
-TNRCC/EPAregulations
to air quality.

ChangesunderConsideration,but not Committed No Change
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I USACE perm;i w0.2J22a~_______

TV OF TEXAS crr~
i ~‘ Sheet

I

TERMINAL CONCEPT

SEE SHEET C4 FOR SECTIONS
AND SHORLEINE PROTECTION

2OOO~

NEW DREDGED
TURNING BASIN
DiA~12OOFT.

SHORELINE
PROTECTION
(OPTIONAL)

GALVESTON BAY

ACCESS CORRIDOR

‘I

SHINER MO5ELEYAND ASSOCIATES.INC !DESCRff~fl0N/A011V111ES:CONSTRUCT TER~A1NAL WITH DOCKS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS AND
ENGINEERS& CONSULTANTS TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL

Corpus Christi/flouston DAflJM: USCE MLT (MEAN LOW DDE)JO~NO,: 90324 BATE: 6/B/DO REV. 7/7 SHEET 3
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CONTAINER VAR!) (SEE SHEET 4)
r~ RERTH1NG AREA/TU!*AN& BAS~J (SEE SHEET 4)

2~ 50 ‘tEAR DREDGE MATERIAL PLACEMENT AREA (SEE SHEET 8—9)

ACCESS CORRIDOR AND ALTERNATE . (SEE SHEET 5—6)
_______ DEEPEN TEXAS crry CHANNEL TO 45 FEET. (SEE SHEET 7)
GCWDA GULF COAST WASTE DISPOSAL AUTHORI1Y

MARGINAL WHARF

U,

C)

‘C

tn

0)C)

C)C)

InC)

C
1,

C)

‘0C)
0)

E

0’
-o
—

‘0C)
0,

C,C’0)

C,0
0.

0)

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTMTIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE E3ERTHS
AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USACE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV, fl/09/O1
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PortRiskModel

FLEET
COMPOSITION

% HIGH RISK
DEEP DRAFT

CARGO &
PASSENGER

VESSELS

% HIGH RISK
SHALLOW

DRAFT CARGO
& PASSENGER

VESSELS

TRAFFIC
CONDTIONS

VOLUME OF
DEEP DRAFT

VESSELS

VOLUME OF
SHALLOW

DRAFT
VESSELS

VOLUME OF
FISHING &
PLEASURE

CRAFT

TRAFFIC
DENSITY

NAVIGATIONAL
CONDITIONS

WIND
CONDITIONS

VISIBILITY
CONDITIONS

CURRENTS,
TIDES AND

RIVERS

ICE
CONDITIONS

SHORT-TERM LONG-TERM

CONSEQUENCES CONSEQUENCES

NUMBER OF
PEOPLE ON ECONOMIC
WATERWAY

VOLUME OF ENVIRON-

PETROLEUM MENTAL

CARGOES IMPACTS

WATERWAY

CONFIGURATION

VISIBILITY
OBSTRUCT-

IONS

PASSING
ARRANGE-

MENTS

CHANNEL
AND

BOTTOM

WATERWAY
COMPLEXITY

VOLUME OF
HAZARDOUS
CHEMICAL
CARGOES

HEALTH AND
SAFETY
IMPACTS
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Baseline= 2000PAWSA w/Original TexasCity PAWSA Review: ChangeAnalysis — Impact of Chan
TCIT Turning Basin Location in TCIT turning Basin Location on 2000PAWSA Results

ge I Date:9/1 1/01

Port Risk Factor Changein risk factor due to Impact on Safety
relocation of turning basin

Impact Economic Comment

Fleet_Composition
% High Risk DeepDraft Cargo No change None None
andPassengerVessels
% High Risk ShallowDraft No change None None

Cargo& PassengerVessels
Traffic Conditions
Volume of DeepDraft Traffic No change None None

Volume of ShallowDraft No change None None
Traffic
Volumeof Fishing& Pleasure No change None None
Craft
Traffic Density No change None None

Navigational_Conditions
Wind Conditions No change None None
Visibility Conditions No change None None
Currents,Tides& Rivers No change None None
Ice Conditions No change None None

Long Term Consequences None None

EconomicImpacts No change None None
EnvironmentalImpacts

Health

No change
No

None
None

None
None
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WaterwaysConfiguration
Visibility/Obstructions Visibility in directionof

industrialcanalis slightly
reducedwhile turningvesselin
new location.

Slight increasedrisk
of collision with
outboundtug/barge.
Deepdraft traffic is
not impacted.

None Increasedrisk
easilymitigated
by safety
broadcastprior
to commencing
turn in basin.

PassingArrangements
~_____________________
Numberof passingsituations
significantlyreducedasvessels
will turndirectly off berthand

neednot raveldown the
channelandbackagain,

Safety is increasedas
opportunityfor
collisionis reduced

Vesseldelaysarereduced
with fewerpassing
situations

Relocationof
basinreduces
bothsafetyrisk
andnegative
economic

impactdueto
vesseldelays.

Channel& Bottom Ship channelwill bewider in
the turningbasin,

Safetyis increasedby
additionalroomin
the channelfor
passing.

Positiveimpactby
reduceddredgingcosts
for turningbasin.

Net positive
impact

WaterwayComplexity Complexityis reduced,as
vesselswill nothaveto cross
the channelto turn, andthen
crossagainto makeit to the
berth.

Safetyis increasedas
numberof crossing
situationsarereduced
andbasinis further
from anyterminal

Reductionin vessel
delaysfor channel
crossingandquicker
turnsnetspositive
economicimpact.

Relocationof
basinreduces
bothsafetyrisk
andnegative
economic
impactdueto
vesseldelays

Short-Term_Consequences
# of Peopleon Waterway No change None None
Volumeof PetroleumCargo No change None None
Volumeof HAZCHEM Cargo No change None None
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APPENDIX G

EPA ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MAPS: A) MINORITY STATUS DEGREE
OF VULNERABILITY; B) ECONOMIC STATUS DEGREE OF

VULNERABILITY; C) POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE INDEX
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SHOAL POINT ALTERNATIVE









APPENDIX G-2

PELICAN ISLAND ALTERNATIVE









APPENDIX 0-3

BAYPORT ALTERNATIVE









APPENDIX 0-4

SPILLMAN’S ISLAND ALTERNATIVE









APPENDIX 0-5

ALEXANDER ISLAND ALTERNATIVE









APPENDIX 0-6

CEDAR POINT ALTERNATIVE
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AGENCY COORDINATION



APPENDIX H-I

NOTICE OF INTENT TO PREPARE DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTALIMPACT STATEMENT
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Regulations,andapplicablelawsand
regulations.The DEIS will be available
to thepublic in thesummerof 2001.

Gregory D. Showalter,
ArmyFederalRegisterLiaison Officer.
FRDec. 00—22223 Filed 8 30 00; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 371 O—CY—P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army, Corps of
Engineers

Intent To Prepare Draft Supplement
No. 1 to the Final Environmental
Impact Statement [FEIS] for Operation
and Maintenance, Arkabutla Lake, Enid
Lake, Grenada Lake, and Sardis Lake,
Mississippi

AGENCY: U.S. Army Corpsof Engineers,
VicksburgDistrict, DOD.
ACTION: Noticeof intent.

SUMMARY: The purposeof theproposed
actionis to evaluatetheenvironmental
impactsof theU.S. Army Corpsof
Engineersproposedcontinuedoperation
andmaintenanceactivitiesat Arkabutla
Lake,Enid Lake, GrenadaLake, and
SardisLake,Mississippi.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATiON CONTACT: Ms.
RainonaWarren(telephone(601) 631—
5441), CEMVK—PP—PQ,4155 Clay
Street,Vicksburg,Mississippi 39183—
3435.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Arkabutla,
Enid, Grenada,andSardisLakesarepart
of acomprehensiveplanfor flood
controlon theYazoo River andits
tributariesabovetheheadof the
MississippiRiverbackwaterarea.These
lakesarelocatedin northMississippiin
theBluff Hills andNorth CentralHills
subprovincessectionof theEastern
Hills provinceof theCentralGulf
Coastalplain. The four lakesarelocated
from 25 to 100 milessouthof Memphis,
Tennessee.

ArkabutlaLakeis locatedin Tateand
DeSotoCounties,25 miles southof
Memphisand12 milesnorthwestof
Coldwater,Mississippi. Enid Lake is
locatedin Yalobusha,Panola,and
LafayetteCounties,72 milessouthof
Memphisand26 milesnorth of
Grenada,Mississippi. GrenadaLake is
locatedin Grenada,Calhoun,and
Yalobusl1aCounties,100 miles southof
Memphisand3 milesnortheastof
Grenada,Mississippi. SardisLakeis
locatedin partsof Panola,Lafayette,and
MarshallCounties,50 miles southof
Memphisand11 miles northeastof
Batesville,Mississippi.

TheFlood Control Acts of 15 May
1938 (Public Law (PL) 391, 70th

Congress);15 May 1928,amended15
June1936 (PL—678, 74th Congress);28
August1937 (PL—406, 75th Congress);
28 June1938 (PL—761, 75th Congress);
18 August 1941 (PL—228, 77th
Congress);22 December1944 (PL—534,
78th Congress);24 July 1946 (PL—526,
79th Congress);and27 October1965
(PL—89—298,89th Congress)authorized
theconstructionof theYazoo
HeadwaterProjectto control flooding on
thefour primary tributariesof theYazoo
River. Flood control impoundments
wereconstructedon theColdwater
River (ArkabutlaLake), theYocona
River (Enid Lake), theYalobushaand
SkunaRivers (GrenadaLake),andthe
Little TallahatchieRiver (SardisLake).
Also, provisionswere includedfor local
streamchannelimprovements,levee
andauxiliary channelconstructionand
appurtenantworks asnecessaryto
provide protectionfrom headwater
floods of theYazoo Riversystem.

TheFlood ControlAct of 1944
authorizedthedevelopmentof
recreationalfacilitiesat Departmentof
theArmy waterresourceprojects.
Furtherprovision for theadministration
of theseprojects for recreationandfish
andwildlife conservationand
managementwas madeby three
subsequentflood control acts:theFlood
ControlAct of 1946; theFlood Control
Act of 3 September1954 (PL—780, Title
III, Sec. 209, 83d Congress);andthe
Flood Control Act of 23 October1962
(PL—87—874),Title II, Sec.207, 87th
Congress).Tl1eselaws authorizedthe
Governmentto leaselandto private
individuals andother government
agenciesfor thedevelopmentof the
recreationandfish andwildlife
resniircescm theseprojects.They also
guaranteedwithin thoselimitations
establishedby theSecretaryof theArmy
andtheStateofMississippi thepublic
controlledaccessto shorelineareasfor
fishing, boating,swimming, andother
recreationalpurposes,andthe
protectionof fish andwildlife resources.

Theprimary authorizedpurposeof
theselakesis flood control,but many
incidentalbenefitssuchasnavigation,
watersupply, recreation,fish and
wildlife, andtimber havebeenrealized.
Landssurroundingthe lakesareused
for public recreation,agricultural
production,andconservationof
biological resources.

Theoldestandlargestof the four
lakes,Sardis,wasbegunin June1937
andcompletedin October1940.
Constructionof ArkabutlaLakewas
begunin 1940,andthelakewas
completedin June1943. Initial
constructionof Enid Lakebeganin
February1947,andthe lakewas
completedin December1952. Grenada

Lakewasalsobegunin February1947,
andwascompletedin January1954.

The significant issuestentatively
identified for evaluationof the
environmentalimpactsof operationand
maintenanceactivities include (1)
impactsof flood control storage,(2)
impactsof streamchannelmaintenance,
and(3) impactsto resource
management.

The NationalEnvironmentalPolicy
Act (40 CFR Part 1501, section1501.7)
requiresall Federalagenciesprior to
preparinganEIS orEIS Supplementto
conducta processtermed“scoping.”
This scopingprocessdeterminesthe
issuesto be addressedandidentifiesthe
significant issuesrelatedto a proposed
action. To accomplishthis, public
scopingmeetingsaretentatively
scheduledto beheld in Mississippi in
September2000.The Environmental
ProtectionAgency; U.S. Fishand
Wildlife Service;NaturalResources
ConservationService;Mississippi
Departmentof EnvironmentalQuality;
andMississippiDepartmentof Wildlife,
FisheriesandParkswill beinvited to
becomecooperatingagencies.All
interestedagencies,groups,tribes, and
individuals will besentcopiesof the
Draft SupplementalEIS andFEIS.

TheDraft SupplementalEIS is
scheduledto be completedin August
2001.

Robert Crear,
Colonel, CorpsofEngineers,District Engineer.

IFR Dec. 00—22222Filed 8—30—00; 8:45 aml
BILLING CODE 371 O—PU—M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army, Corps of
Engineers

Intent To Prepare a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for Construction of a
Containerized Cargo Terminal, on
Shoal Point, Adjacent to the Texas City
Channel, Texas City, Galveston
County, TX
AGENCY: U.S. Army Corpsof Engineers,
GalvestonDistrict, DoD.
ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Army Corpsof
Engineers,GalvestonDistrict intendsto
preparea DEISto accessthesocial,
economicandenvironmentaleffects of
theproposedmulti-phasedconstruction
of acontainerterminal.The DEIS will
accesspotential impactson a rangeof
alternatives,including thepreferred
alternative.TheFederalaction is
considerationof aDepartmentof Army
Permit applicationfor work under
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Section10 of theRiversand HarborsAct
of 1899andsection404 of theClean
WaterAct.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
further information and/orquestions
abouttheproposedactionandDEIS,
pleasecontactMs. SharonManzella
Tirpak, ProjectManager,by letter at U.S.
Army Corpsof Engineers,P.O. Box
1229,Galveston,Texas77553,by
telephoneat (409) 766—3136,or by e-
mail at Sharon.tirpak@usace.army.mil.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
GalvestonDistrict intends to preparea
DEISon theproposedcontainer
terminalwhichwould belocatedon
ShoalPoint,adjacentto theTexasCity
Ship Channel,TexasCity, Galveston
County,Texas.TheCity of TexasCity
(TexasCity) proposesthis project.

1. Description of theProposedProject:
TexasCity is proposingtheconstruction
andoperationof a containerport facility
locatedon ShoalPoint, adjacentto the
TexasCity ChannelandGalvestonBay.
The projectsiteis adredgematerial
disposalareafor theTexasCity Channel
andthePort of TexasCity. The Shoal
Point projectwould bebuilt in three
phases,ultimately consistingof 400
acresof containeryard, six berths,a
newturning basin,a landside access
corridorandthedeepeningof the
existingTexasCity Channelfrom 40 to
45 feet. An estimated8 million cubic
yardsof newdredgedmaterialwould be
generatedduringPhaseI. Potentialtotal
build-out of PhasesII andIII would
include anadditional 3.2 million cubic
yardsof new dredgedmaterial.
Approximately 1.2 acresof emergent
marsh,10.3 acresof high marsh,3.6
acresof freshwaterwetlandsand92.4
acresof openwaterhabitatwould be
impactedby theproposedproject,
during PhaseI. Potentialtotal build-out
of PhasesII andIII may impact an
additional 74 acresof openwater
habitat.

2, ScopingandPublic Involvement
Process:A scopingmeetingto gather
informationon thesubjectsto be
studied in detailin theDEISwill be
conductedon October3, 2000, at 7:00
PM, at theCharlesDoyle Convention
Center,2010 5th AvenueNorth (21st
StreetandPhoenixLane),TexasCity,
Texas.An informal openhouse,
allowing for review of theproposed
projectandquestionsandanswers,will
beconductedbetween5:00 and7:00
PM, prior to thescopingmeeting.

3. Significant Issues:Issuesassociated
with theproposedfacilities to be given
significantanalysisin theDEIS are
likely to include,butmay notbe limited
to, thepotential impactsof theproposed
dredging,thebeneficial usesof dredged

material,placementof fill, impactof air
quality during constructionand
operationof the facility andsurface
transportationfacilities, andof induced
developmentson: wetlandresources;
uplandandaquaticbiotic communities;
waterquality, fish andwildlife values
including threatenedandendangered
species;air quality; land forms and
geologicresources;community
cohesion;environmentaljustice;
roadwaytraffic; socioeconomic
environment;archaeologicaland
cultural resources;recreationand
recreationalresources;public
infrastructureandservices;energy
supplyandnaturalresources;hazardous
wasteandmaterials; landuse;
aesthetics;public healthandsafety;
navigation;flood plain values;shoreline
erosionandaccretion;andtheneeds
andwelfareof thepeople.

4. TechnicalReviewand
Consultation:SeveralStateandFederal
Agencieswill be invited to provide
technicalreview of theDEIS. Those
agenciesinclude: theEnvironmental
ProtectionAgency,NationalMarine
FisheriesService,United StatesFish
andWildlife Service,theUnited States
CoastGuard,FederalFlighways
Administration,TexasNaturalResource
ConservationCommission,Texas
GeneralLand Office andtheTexas
Departmentof Transportation.

5. Additional Reviewand
Consultation:Additional review and
consultationthatwill beincorporated
into thepreparationof this DEIS will
include:Compliancewith theTexas
CoastalManagementProgram;
protectionof cultural resourcesunder
section106 of theHistoric Preservation
Act; protectionof navigationunderthe
RiversandHarborsAct of 1899;
protectionof waterquality under
section401 of theCleanWaterAct; and
protectionof endangeredandthreatened
speciesundersection7 of the
EndangeredSpeciesAct.

6. Availability of theDEIS: The Draft
EnvironmentalImpactStatementis
projectedto be availablein September
2001. A Public Hearingwill be
conductedfollowing thereleaseof the
DEIS.

Nicholas J. Buechier,
Col., EN, Commanding.
[FR Dec. 00—22219Filed 8—30—00;8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3710—52—P

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Rehabilitation Services Administration

AGENCY: Departmentof Education.

ACTION: Notice of Final Competitive
Preferencefor FiscalYear 2001 for the
RehabilitationLong-TermTrainingand
RehabilitationContinuingEducation
Programs.

SUMMARY: The AssistantSecretaryfor
theOffice of SpecialEducationand
RehabilitativeServicesannouncesthe
additionsof competitivepreference
points to tl1e competitionsfor the
RehabilitationLong-TermTrainingand
RehabilitationContinuingEducation
programsfor fiscal year 2001. This
noticecontainsdescribestheadditional
competitive preferencepoints.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This priority is effective
on October2, 2000.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mary C. Lynch, U.S. Departmentof
Education,400MarylandAvenue,SW,
room3322, Switzer Building,
Washington,DC 20202—2649.
Telephone:(202) 205—8291.

If you usea telecommurncations
devicefor thedeaf (TDD) you maycall
theFederalInformationRelayService
(FIRS) at 1—800—877—8399.Internet:
MaryLynch@ed.gov.Individualswith
disabilitiesmayobtain this documentin
analternativeformat (e.g.,Braille, large
print, audiotape,or computerdiskette)
on requestto thecontactpersonlisted
in theprecedingparagraph.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
noticeannouncesfinal competitive
preferencepoints underthe
RehabilitationLong-TermTraining and
RehabilitationContinuingEducation
programs.Theseprogramsare
authorizedundersection302 of the
RehabilitationAct of 1973,as amended.

OnJune30, 2000theAssistant
Secretarypublishedanoticeof
proposedcompetitivepreferencepoints
for theseprogramsin theFederal
Register (65 FR 40615—40616).

Note: This noticeof final competitive
preferencepointsdoesnot solicit
applications.A noticeinviting applications
underthis competitionis publishedin a
separatenoticein this issue of the Federal
Register.

Analysis of Commentsand Changes

In responseto theAssistant
Secretary’sinvitation in thenoticeof
proposedcompetitivepreferencepoints,
five partiessubmittedcomments.An
analysisof thecommentsandof the
changesin theproposedcompetitive
preferencepoints follows. Technical
andotherminor changes—and
suggestedchangestheAssistant
Secretaryis not legally authorizedto
makeundertheapplicablestatutory
authority arenot addressed.
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~4~1~PTIRPAK/PL/3136

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY P13-RB
GALVESTON DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

I P.O. BOX 1229

~ ~ -~~E~ I GALVESTON. TEXAS 77553-1229

OF September6, 2000
RegulatoryBranch

(SEEATTACHED LIST)

Dear

I would like to invite you to a workshopfor the Resource
Agenciesto informally discussissuesyou mayhaveconcerningthe
proposedcontainerterminalon ShoalPoint, in TexasCity. The
workshopwill beheldfrom 2:00 — 4:00 PM,Tuesday,October3, 2000,
in theAlamo Roomof theNesslerCenter,in TexasCity. TheNessler
Centeris adjacentto theCharlesDoyle ConventionCenter,wherethe
informal OpenHouseandformal scopingmeetingwill beheldlater
that evening. PBS&J, thecontractorfor thepreparationof the Draft
EnvironmentalImpact Statement,will bepresent.

Pleaselet meknow if you will be ableto attend,by calling meat
409-766-3136,or by e-mailingmeat Sharon.tirpak@usace.armv.mil.
I look forwardto yourparticipationin this effort. Shouldyou have
additionalquestions,pleasecontactme at the abovementionedphone
number.

Sincerely,

SharonManzellaTirpak
ProjectManager

Copy Furnished:

(SEE ATTACHED LIST)



MAIL OUT LIST:

Mr. CarlosMendoza
Ms. Moni Devora
UnitedStatesFish andWildlife Service
17629El CaminoReal,Suite 211
Houston,Texas 77058

Mr. AndreasMajor
RegionalDirector
SoutheastRegionalOffice
NationalMarine Fisheries
9721 ExecutiveCenterDrive North
Saint Petersburg,Florida 33702-2449

Mr. RustySwafford
BranchChief
NationalMarineFisheriesService
HabitatConservationDivision
4700AveU
GalvestonTexas 77551-5997

Mr. Mike Jansky
RegionalEIS Coordinator
Office of Planning& Coordination
EnvironmentalProtectionAgency
1445 RossAvenue
Dallas,Texas 75202-2733

Mr. NormSears
EnvironmentalProtectionAgency
1445 RossAvenue,Suite 1200
Dallas,Texas 75202-2733

Mr. CarlosSanchez
EnvironmentalProtectionAgency(65F-AP)
1445 RossAvenue
Dallas,Texas 75202-2733

Mr. RonGouget
NOAA
6H-ma
1445 RossAvenue
Dallas,Texas 75202-2733



Mr. KenGathraight
TexasNaturalResource

ConservationCommission
NC-206 P.O.Box 13087
Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Mr. JefferySaitas
ExecutiveDirector
TexasNatural Resource

ConservationCommission
MC1O9 P.O. Box 13087
Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Ms. CarolKim
Mr. RichardSiler
TexasNaturalResource

ConservationCommission
142 P.O. Box 13087
Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Mr. Bill Grimes
TexasGeneralLand Office
1700 CongressAve
Austin, Texas 78701-1495

Mr. GaryMcMahon
TexasGeneralLand Office
11811North AvenueD
La Porte,Texas 77571-9135

Mr. WoodyWoodrow
TexasParks& Wildlife Department
17629El CaminoReal Suite 175
HoustonTx 77058-3051

Mr. Don Pitts
TexasParks& Wildlife Departmentt
EnvironmentalBranch
4200SmithSchoolRoad
Austin, Texas 78744-3291



Mr. GaryTrietsch
District Engineer
TexasDepartmentof Transportation
P.O.Box 1386
Houston,Texas 77251-1386

CDR RichardM. Kaser,P.E.
U.S. CoastGuard
Marine SafetyUnit
611 Rosenberg,Room309
Galveston,Texas 77550-1705

Mr. F. LawrenceOaks
StateHistorical PreservationOfficer
TexasHistorical Commission
P 0 Box 12276
Austin, Texas 78711-2276

Mr. C. D. Reagan
Division Administrator
FederalHighwaysAdministration
300 East8th Street,Room826
Austin, Texas 78701
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PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT

01 September2000

U.S.ARMY CORPSOF ENGINEERS, GALVESTON DISTRICT
PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT

INTRODUCTION: Notice is hereby given ofa public workshop andscopingmeetingto be
conductedby theGalvestonDistrict, CorpsofEngineers(Corps),at 5:00 PM onTuesday,
October3, 2000,at the CharlesDoyle Convention Center, 2010

5
th AvenueNorth (211t Street

andPhoenixLane), TexasCity, Texas.

BACKGROUND: The Corps is preparing anEnvironmentalImpact Statement(EIS) for
theCity ofTexas City’s proposedShoalPoint container terminal. The project is proposed
for ShoalPoint, a dredgematerial disposalarea, adjacentto theTexasCity Channeland
GalvestonBay.

Pleaseseethe attached“InformationPaper” and proposedproject plansfor additional
background on the proposedproject.

To addressthe complexissuesassociatedwith theproposedproject, wehave invited the
following Federal andstateagenciesto provide technical adviseduring thepreparation of
theEIS:

- National Marine FisheriesService
- United StateCoastGuard
- United StatesFish andWildlife Service
- Environmental ProtectionAgency
- FederalHighways Administration
- TexasNatural ResourcesConservation Commission
- Texas General Land Office
- Texas Department ofTransportation

PURPOSEOFTHE WORKSHOP & SCOPINGMEETING: An informal openhousewill
be conductedbetween5:00 PM and7:00 PM,prior to thescopingmeeting.Theopenhouse
is to providebasicinformationto thepublic on theproposedprojectandtheEIS process.
Theformalscopingmeetingwill beginat7:00 PM andis to helptheCorpsidentify
environmentalconcerns,studyeffortsneeded,andmeettheNationalEnvironmentalPolicy
Act Requirementsfor preparinganEIS. Therefore,thismeetingis to providean
opportunityfor all interestedpersonsto commentandprovideinformationto theCorpsfor
usein identifyingproblemsassociatedwith theproject,conductingadditionalstudies,and
preparing theEIS. Everyeffort will bemadeto addressconcerns/issuesidentifiedin the
draft EIS. Therewill beadditionalopportunitiesfor thepublic to expresstheirviewsin
othermeetingsin the future. Pleasebringthis noticeto theattentionof othersknownto be
interestedin thesubjectofthemeeting.



If you needadditionalinformationorhavequestionsconcerningthisnotice,pleasecontact
Ms. SharonManzellaTirpak at409-766-3136,or you may write to U. S.Army Corps of
Engineers,ATTN: Ms. SharonManzellaTirpak,P.O. Box 1229,Galveston,Texas
77553-1229.

CONDUCT OF THE PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING: The District Engineer, Galveston
District, Corps ofEngineers,will serveasthe presiding officer at the public scoping
meeting. TheDistrict Engineerwill take all actions necessaryto conduct a fair, impartial,
and orderly hearing. To this end, the powersofthe District Engineer include,but arenot
limited to the following:

(a)To regulate the courseof the hearing and conduct of the parties, their counsel,
and the public in attendance.

(b) To establishreasonabletimelimits for oral statementsof parties,their counsel,or
representatives.

(c) To receiveinto evidenceall written statements,charts, tabulations, and similar
data.

(d) To askquestionsof speakersfor purposesof clarification.

All personswill be given an opportunity to presentoral andwritten statements,including
documentarymaterials,at the public meeting. Any personwill be entitled to be represented
by, or speakthrough, legal counselor other representative,to call witnesseswho may
presentoral statements,and to presentrecommendationsasto an appropriate study, or
other considerations. Prior to the opening ofthe meeting,eachpersonwill be requestedto
completean attendancecard. The attendancecardwill contain information blocks on which
personsattending the public meetingcangivetheir name,address,andwhether they wish
to presentan oral statementduring thepublic meeting.

Statementsandinformation maybe provided without restriction by formal proceduresand
rules ofevidence;however,all statementsandinformation provided must concernthe
subjectmatter ofthehearing.

All statementsshall be addressedto the District Engineer. Cross-examinationof any
personaddressingthe public meeting,by anypersonin attendance,will not be allowed.

The District Engineeror representativewill be given the first opportunity to speakand will
be allowed the necessarytime to completetheiroral statement. Other personsintending to
addressthe public meetingwill be calledupon andshould comeprepared to completetheir
oral statementin not more thanfive minutes (subject to changebasedon attendance).
Statementsby anypersonthat cannotbe completedwithin the time allotment should be
summarizedorally, and the full text submittedin writing.
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Writtenstatementsor informationmaterialsfor inclusion in therecord,including
documentarymaterials,maybepresentedduringthepublic meetingor maybemailedto
theDistrict Engineer,GalvestonDistrict, CorpsofEngineers,atthe following address:

U.S.ARMY ENGINEERDISTRICT, GALVESTON
ATTENTION: CESWG-PE-R
P.O.BOX 1229
GALVESTON,TEXAS 77553-1229

All statements,bothoral andwritten,will becomepart oftheofficial recordofthepublic
scopingmeetingandwill be madeavailable for public examination. Mailed statementsto
be included in the record must be mailed on or before November3, 2000.

DISTRICT ENGINEER
GALVESTON DISTRICT
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
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ScopingMeeting Date andLocation:

Tuesday, October 3, 2000
Open House — 5:00— 7:00PM
Formal Meeting - 7:00PM

CharlesDoyle Convention Center
20105th AvenueNorth (21~andPhoenix Lane)
Texas City, Texas



INFORMATION PAPER
PROPOSEDSHOALPOINT CONTAINER TERMINAL

In 1998,theCity of TexasCity initiatedseveralfeasibility studiesfor a containerterminalon
ShoalPoint. Thestudiesencompassedeconomics,constructionsuitability, drayage,and
environmentalconcerns.TheCity ownsapproximately340acresof this dredgedmaterial
disposalsite.Thestudiesconcludedthattheprojectappearedfeasible.Key featuresinclude:

• ProjectNeed.Between4 and 11 new100-acre,two-berthcontainerterminalequivalentswill
be neededin theHoustonareawithin thenext25 to 30 years.

• Constructabiity.AlthoughShoalPointis adredgedmaterialdisposalareaandwill require
specialsitepreparation,theextracostof sitepreparationwill notcompromisetheproject
economics.

• Drayage.Basedoncurrentrates,theoverlandtransportation(trucking)coststo Houstonarea
destinationswill becompetitivewith otherterminallocations.

• Environmental. Onsiteandoffsite environmentalimpactsresultingfrom constructionand
operationsappearto beminimal. Preliminarydiscussionswith regulatoryagenciesand
environmentalgroupshavenot revealedanymajorproblems.

TheShoalPointsitepossessesseveralkeyassetsthat makeit idealfor amajorcontainerterminal
site,suchas:

• Direct landsideaccessongoodhighwaythroughan undevelopedareato 1-45andtwoClass
I railroads,all within 4.5 miles.

• Excellentwater accesson theonly authorized50-footdraftprojectin Texas.

• Compatible land use,sincetheShoalPointsite is separatedfrom thecommunityby existing
heavyindustryandneitherroadnorrail traffic would go throughresidentialneighborhoods
orcommercialareas.

Idealexpansioncapabilitythat would allow theprojectto beginat amodestsizeandexpand
to meetfuturemarketdemand.

After reviewingtheprojectneedandfeasibility, theCityof TexasCity establishedthegoalof
engaging“A privatedevelopmentpartnerto build andoperatea modern,high-capacity
containerterminalwith privatefimds,andto provide additional jobs, thereby diversifying
thearea’s economybeyond the existing refining and petrochemicalindustry”.

In February2000,theCity of TexasCity issuedarequestforproposalsfor potentialprivate
developmentpartners.A consortiumofStevedoringServicesof America(SSA) andAmericana
Shipsresponded,andtheCity approveda 30-yearagreementin April 2000.This agreement
includesasix-monthduediligenceperiodanda30-yearrenewaloption.TheStevedoring
ServicesofAmerica/AmericanaShipsgroup,which is collectivelyknownastheTexasCity
InternationalTerminal(TCIT), is averystrongprivatepartnerwith bothexpertiseandfinancial



resources.SSA is thelargeststevedoringcompanyin NorthAmerica,operating40 intennodal
terminals.AmericanaShips,which is a subsidiaryof CPShips,ownsseveraloceancarrierssuch
asLykesBros.andTMM.

Theproposedprojecthasthefollowing majorfeatures:

• Theprojectwould bebuilt in threephases.Initial constructionwould includea 125-acre
containeryard,berthsfor two ships,anewturningbasin,the landsideaccesscorridor,and
deepeningoftheTexasCity Channelto 45 feet.PhaseII would add 125 acresandtwo
berths,andPhaseifi another150acresandtwoberths,bringingthetotal sizeto 400 acres
andsix berths.

• Thecontaineryard would bebuilt on ShoalPoint.PhasesI andII wouldbeconstructed
within disposalCell C, which is highground.

• Each berthing areawould have a 1000-footwharf to handlethecontainercranes,andwould
bedredgedto thesamedepthastheTexas City Ship Channel.

• A newturningbasinwould be dredgedto alleviateanypotential congestionin theexisting
TexasCity Turning Basin.

• The existingTexasCity Ship Channel would be deepenedto 45 feet from ShoalPoint to the
Houston Ship Channel;adistanceofsevenmiles. The latterhasrecentlybeendeepenedto 45
feet, thus providing easydeep-draft accessto theGulf.

• The landsideaccesscorridor would be routed along an existing 150-footwide drainage
easement.This easementcurrently containsa 75-footwide canal that handlesdischarges
from a450,000-GPMpump station servingasthe TexasCity hurricane protection system.
The accesscanbe built along thedrainageway without adverselyimpacting pump station
operations.This route is critical becauseit avoidsany construction through Swan Lake and
adjacentwetlands.

A preliminaryreviewof potentialenvironmentalconcernshasidentifiedthreeissuesthatare
expectedto beofmajorconcern:(a) air quality, includingconstructionandoperations;(b)
dredgedmaterialmanagement,includingbeneficialuses;and(c) landsidetransportation.A
summaryof preliminaryinformationobtainedto dateregardingtheseissuesfollows:

• Air. SinceShoalPoint is locatedin theHoustonnon-attainmentarea,theproposedproject
wouldbesubjectto intensescrutiny.Thestateis nowdevelopingits StateImplementation
Plan(SIP) rulesthat arescheduledfor adoptionin December2000.Thedraftrulesare
expectedin lateJuly. Thesewill provideguidanceon bothconstructionandoperational
matters.If theproject’sconstructionwouldexceedthethresholdof25 tons/yearofNOx, it
wouldbesubjectto conformity analysisduringtheUSACEpermittingprocess.Work is now
underwayto developaplanto minimizeemissionsandcomply with theSIPandother
applicableregulations.

• DredgedMaterial Management.Theprojectconstructionwould generateanestimatedtotal
of 11.2million cubicyardsofnewdredgedmaterial.Of this, an estimated8 million cubic



yardswouldbe generatedin PhaseI, sincethis includestheturningbasinandchannel
deepeningaswell astwo berths.Mostofthis initial materialwould beclay,which is good
for creationofbeneficialusefeatures.A comprehensivedredgedmaterialmanagementplan
will be required.Suchaplanwill haveto satisfyfourprimaryandpotentiallycompeting
interests:(a) containerterminalprojectneeds;(b)USACE materialdisposalfrom thefederal
project; (c) Port ofTexasCity disposalfrom privateslips/canals;and(d)environmental
concernsincluding damageto existingresourcesandconstructionof newhabitat.Work is
now underwayto developsuchaplan.This effortwill involve all interestedstakeholders
includingresourceagencies,environmentalgroups,andotherbayusersaswell asthe
USACE andmaritimeinterests.It is hopedthatthebeneficialusesexperiencefrom the
HoustonShip Channeldeepeningandwideningwill providevaluableguidance.

• LandsideTransportation.A primaryconcern is alwaystheimpactthattruck andrail traffic
goingto andfrom acontainerterminalwouldhaveon residentialandcommercial
neighborhoods.In thecaseof ShoalPoint,thetruckimpactis expectedto beminimal. The
totaldistancefrom theterminalto 1-45is 4.5 miles; thefirst threemiles would be alonga
newexclusive-useroadwayto thesite,andtheremaining1.5 mileswould bealongLoop
197. Thelatter is a four-lanehighwayrunningthroughan undevelopableareawith wetlands
on onesideandthehurricaneprotectionleveeon theother.In orderto getto theexistingrail
yard,truckswould travelabout0.9 mile. Almostall trucktraffic is expectedto move along I-
45. However,it is anticipatedthatlimited movementofemptytrucksup alternateroutesto
otherareaterminalsto obtainbackhaulcargoeswould occur.The averagevolumesare
estimatedat 640 vehiclesperdayin eachdirectionfor PhaseI, increasingto 1,100vehicles
perday in PhaseII. Theimpacton 1-45 is expectedto beminor— e.g.,betweenEmmett
Lowry andNASARoad1, therewouldbea 1.1%increase,andbetweenNASA Road1 and
Beltway8 anincreaseof 0.8%in total vehiclesperday.Rail traffic is expectedto increaseby
55 and95 carsperday in eachdirectionfor PhaseI andPhaseII. This low volumewould be
split betweentheUP andBNISF railroads.Also, the limited rail carswould probably be
attachedto existingtrainsmovingliquid cargoes,thus anyvehicledelaysfor crossingtheUP
mainline that parallels SH-3 would likely be minimal.

In addition to addressingthe issuesidentified above,theEnvironmental Impact Statement(EIS)
to be prepared for theproposedproject will addressthe direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
of theproposeddevelopmenton humanandenvironmental issuesidentified during thepublic
interest review, including onsiteandoffsite alternatives. All factorsthatmaybe relevantto the
proposeddevelopmentwill be considered. Among thosefactors are: conservation,economics,
aesthetics,generalenvironmentalconcerns,wetlands,historic properties,fish andwildlife
values,flood hazards,floodplain values,landuse,navigation,shoreerosionandaccretion,
recreation,watersupplyandconservation,waterquality, energyneeds,safety,foodandfiber
production,mineralneeds,considerationsofpropertyownership,and,in general,theneedsand
welfareofthepeople.





NOTE:
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NOTE:
1. ACCESS CORRIDOR PH I TO LOOP 197;

PRIMARY = 3.0 MILES
ALTERNATE (ADD 1600’) = 3.3 MILES
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CHANNEL
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NOTES:

1. SHORELINE STABILIZATION AS REQUIRED
UNDER WHARF. MAY BE REVETMENT,
BULKHEAD, OR OTHER STRUCTURAL OR
NONSTRUCTURAL METHOD.

2. SUBMERGED AREA UNDER WHARF:
PHASE I = 180,000 SF1
PHASE II = 360,000 SF1
PHASE III = 540,000 SF1

DESCRIPI1ON/AC1TVI11ES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH DOCKS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS AND
SHINER MosELEY AND ASSOCIATES,~ TURNING BASIN. DEEPEN EXIS11NG CHANNEL
ENGINEERS& CONSULTANTS

DATUM: USCE MLT (MEAN LOW floE)
Corpus Christi/Houston JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 7/7 SHEET 4



NOTES:

® FiLL WILL BE PLACED ALONG SOIJI1I SIDE OF DRAJMAGE
EASEMENT TO CONSIRUCT ACCESS RCAAD.

® THE EXISTiNG DRAiNAGE WAY IS OFFSET TO THE NORTH
SIDE OF THE EASEMENT; CENTERIJNE OF DITCH IS
APPROXIMATELY 50 FT. FROM EDGE OF EASEMENT.

(TJ FINISHED CORRIDOR WILL HAVE A 60 FT. CRCMN WIDTH
TO ACCOMMODATE FOUR 12 FT. TRAFFIC LANES,
SHOUI.D�RS AND CUARDRAJLS.

® SLOPE PROTECTiON WIU. BE PROVIDED AS
APPROPRIATE THIS MAY INCLUDE REVETMENT,
REINFORCED EARTH MODULAR WALl., BULKHEADS.
OTHER STRUCTURES OR A COMBINATION THEREOF.

(~)THE CORRIDOR WILL ACCESS ONLY THE TERMINAL AND
WILL BE A PRWATE RCIAD Mlii ACCESS CONTROL NEAR
LOOP 197.

© THE FINISHED ELEVATiON WILl. BE ABOUT +10 FT.
WHICH IS APPROXIMATELY THE HEIGHT OF LOOP 197.

(!) SLOPE WILl. VARY DEPENDING UPON CONSTRUCTION
TECHNIQUES AND lYRE OF STABIlIZATiON USED.

® SOME WETLANDS EXIST ALONG SWAN LAKE OUTSIDE OF
R.O.W.

® FOOTPRINT WILL VARY DEPENDING UPON TYPE OF
STABILIZATION AND SLOPE PROTECTION USED.
ASSUMING A 1:1 SLOPE AND ITS TYPICAL SECTION
(Cl—C3) THE ESTIMATED TOTAL ACCESS CORRIDOR
FOOTPRINT IS 24.8 ACRES.

~ ASSUMING A 1:1 SLOPE THE TOTAL AREA OF
SHORELINE PROTECTION BELOW 0.0 ULT IS
APPROXIMATELY 39,000 SF.

r
EXISTING 150’ EASEMENT

J IJSACE Permit No.: 21979 —

CITY’ OF TEXAS CITYDote: L~-~ ~OOO Sheet ..~of~_..

SECTION Cl
BEIWEEN LOOP 197 AND GCWDA

EXISTING 150’ EASEMENT
I GCWDA

PLANT

SECTION C2
AT GCWDA PLANT

(—S

EXISTiNG 150’ EASEMENT

SECTION C3
EAST OF GCWDA

S.-

S

ACCESS CORRIDOR FOOTPRINT
REACH LENGTH TOTAL AREA (AC.)

DRAINAGEWAY .- —

E. OF GCWDA 4,200’ 6.4
ADJACENT TO GCWDA 3,600’ 5.2
W. OF GCWDA 1,300’ 2.1
SUBTOTAL 9,100’ 13.7
THRU DISPOSAL
SITE

6900’
, 111.

TOTAL 16,000’ 24.8

SECTION C4
(ALTERNATE)

1. WIDTH OF FOOTPRINT VARIES, SEE SECTIONS
2. ASSUME FINAL ELEVATiON OF 10 FT AND 1:1 SLOPE

I DESCR)PDON/AC11VI11ES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH DOCKS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS AND
SHINER MOSELEYAND ASSOCIATES.~r TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTiNG CHANNEL

ENGINEERS& CONSULTANTS
DATUM: USCE LILT (MEAN LOW TiDE)

Corpus Christi/Houston JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 7/7 SHEET 5



USACE Permit No.: 219/9
Applicant: CITY’ OF TEXAS CITY

\\
\~ Date:______________
\~

\~\

1. THE EXISTING TEXAS CITY CHANNEL WILL BE DEEPENED FROM 40 FT. TO 45 FT. FROM THE SHOAL POINT
TERMINAL SITE TO THE HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL,

2. TO BE CONSISTENT WITH DREDGING PROCEDURES IN FEDERAL CHANNELS THE DEEPENING WILL INCLUDE 2
FT OF ADVANCE MAINTENANCE DREDGING AND 2 FT OF ALLOWABLE OVERDEPTH.

3. THE HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL IS CURRENTLY BEING DEEPENED TO A DEPTH OF 45 Fr.

4. THE CURRENT BO1TOM WIDTH OF 400 FT. WILL BE MAINTAINED.

..Lia of

/~-A

C)

C)

3

‘-—-I

I

PLAN

/

/

TEXAS CITY
DIKE

NOTES:

400’

SECTION

- ALLOWABLE
OVERDEPTH (2’)

-S

Srn~iEEMoSEL~ANt~AssociATEs. INC. I DESCRIPTION/ACTMTIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH DOCKS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS AND

I TURNING BASIN. DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNELENGINEERS& CONSULTANTS DATUM USCE LILT (MEAN LOW TiDE)Corpus Christi/Houston JOB NO.: 90324 DAlE 6/9/00 REV. 7/7 SHEET 6



5-

NOTE~
NO JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINA11ON HAS BEEN
DONE FOR PHASE II AND III. THIS WILL BE DONE
1 —YEAR PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION IN THOSE
AREAS AND APPROPRIATE MI11GAT1ON NEEDS
DETERMINED. DOING DELINEATION NOW WOULD
NOT PROVIDE USEFUL INFORMATION SINCE THESE
ARE ACTIVE DISPOSAL CELLS THAT WILL BE USED
BEFORE PHASE II AND III ARE BUILT.

TURNING BASIN—\

USACE Permit No.: 21979
Applicant: CITY’ OF TEXAS CITY
Date: 12- A’I~~~Ll2000 Sheet ....%ot 1...~

WETLAND IMPACT SUMMARY ~~00 ¶
1 3000’

S

S

—
PHASEI PHASEI PHASE~ TOTAL

ACCESS CORRIDOR
SPAR11NA 0.3 0.3
SUBMERCED—UNVEC. 2.2 N/A N/A 2.2
TOTAL .JURISD. 2.5 2.5
CONTAINER YARD
AND BERTH AREA
SPAR11NA 0.9 0 0 0.9

SUBMERGED—UNVEG. 37 37 37 111
MARSH—HI/LO 10.3 0 0 10.3
FRESHWATER—WETLAND 3.6 TBD TBD 3.6(+TBD)
TOTAL JURISO. 51.8 — — —

TURNING BASiN
SPARTINA 0
SUBMERGED—UNVEG. 46.9 N/A NJA 45.9

TOTAL JURISD. 46.9 46.9
CHANNEL
SPART1I’LA 0
SUBMERGED—UNVEG. &3 N/A N/A 6.3
TOTAL JURISD. 6,3 6.3
SUMMARY
SPARIINA 12 0 0 1.2
SUBMERCED—UIWEG. 92..4 37 37 166.4
MARSH—HI/L0 10.3 0 0 10.3
FRESHWATER—WETLAND 3.6 TBD TBD 3.6(+rBD’~

J1JRJSD. 107.5 37(+TBD) 37(+TBD) 181 .5(+TBD

TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL
ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTSSHINER MOSELEYAND ASSOCIATES.n.1c. DESCRIPTTON/ACTMnES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH DOCKS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS ANDDATUM: USCE LILT (MEAN LOW TIDE)Corpus Christi/Houston JOB NO.: 90324 DATE 6/9/DO REV. 6/26/DO SHEET 7
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LOCATION MAP
SCALE: N.T.S.

EDGE OF SP.IRIIM~

WETLANDS ALONG ACCESS
CORRIDOR

UPIMD/WEflMD BOUN~RY-

•~LOpEH

SmNERMosEL~’AND AssociATEs, INC.
ENGINEERS& CONSULTANTS TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL

Corpus Christi/Houston DATUM: USCE LILT (MEAN LOW TIDE)JOB NO.: 90324 DATE
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I
3

0

SCALE: N.T.S.

USACE Permit No.: 21979
Applicant: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
Date: I 2. S~11~,~J~12ooo Sheet ..~EL of~_

SHOAL POINT WETLANDS
WITHIN PHASE I

350 175
LOCATION MAP

OF WAVE CUT BANK

SPARflNA

SPARTINA

/
/

SPAR11NA -

WAVE CUT BANK

UNVEGETATEI) SUBMERGED FLATS

WAVE CUT

BOUNDARY

STAKES FOR E1.E.VA11ON

APPROX. .35 ACRES

FRESHWATER WETLANDS

ACRES

f”’~1 SHINER MOSELEY AND AssociATEs. INC. DESCRIFflON/ACTM11ES~CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH DOCKS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS AND
~ L.~’1t I I ENGINEERS& CONSULTANTS TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL
~ ~ C C” ‘ ti ‘H ~. DATUM: USCE LILT (MEAN LOW TIDE)orpus UT1S / ous on JOB NO.: 90324 DATE 6/9/00 REV. 7/7 SHEET 9



USArmy EngineerDistrict, Galveston
P0 Box 1229
Galveston,Texas 77553-1229

OFFICIAL BUSINESS
CESWG-PE-R
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Galveston,TX
PermitNo. 248



APPENDIX H-4

LETTER INVITATION FOR FEBRUARY 27, 2001,
GALVESTON BAY STAKEHOLDER’S MEETING



16 February2001

FIELD(1) PBS&JJob No. 440622

RE: GalvestonBayStakeholdersMeeting-PotentialBeneficialUsesof DredgeMaterialfrom ShoalPoint

ContainerTerminalProject

DearFIELD(2):

As a representativeof one of the importantstakeholdergroupsin the GalvestonBay estuary,we would
appreciateyour contribution,suggestionsandconcerns,to the DredgeMaterial ManagementPlancurrently
beingdevelopedfor the proposedTexasCity InternationalTerminal, alsoknownasthe ShoalPointContainer
Terminal. The DredgeMaterial ManagementPlanwill bepartof the EnvironmentalImpactStatementfor the
proposedproject. This meetingis designedto gathersuggestions,informationandconcernsfrom all the Bays
stakeholdergroupsthat mighthavean interestin the potentialBeneficialUsesof the dredgematerial that will
be producedif the ShoalPointContainerTerminal is built.

Pleasefind enclosedan information packetincluding a map and descriptionsof possibleBeneficial Use
projectsthat havebeenidentified so far. They includeSwanLakemarshrestoration,expansion/reinforcement
of theTexasCity Dike, Skyline Drive shorelineprotection(combinedmarshcreation/recreationalusewith
public accessandboatlaunch),PelicanIslandmarshcreation,andmarshcreationsouthof ShoalPoint.

The meetingwill be heldatthe CharlesT. Doyle ConventionCenterin TexasCity (21st St. at PhoenixLane)
on February27, 2001 (Tuesday)from 6:30 to 8:30 p.m. We hopeyou canattendor senda representativeto
this meeting. It is ourdesireto getasmuch inputaspossiblefrom the Baystakeholderson exactlywhatthey’d
like to seedonewith the dredgematerial.

Regards,

KathyCalnan

Cc: Cecilia Green(PBS&J)
PaulJensen(PBS&J)
SharonTirpak (USACE)
Doug Hoover(City of TexasCity)
GeneSmith (TCIT)

Enclosure
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Beneficial Uses of Dredged Materials
from the Proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal

Dredging Operations associated with the construction and maintenance of the proposed Shoal Point Container
Terminal are predicted to produce approximately 30 million cubic yards of dredged material over a 50 year
period. This material, formerly thought of as spoil, is now recognized as a valuable resource.

A working group, led by Paul Jensen of PBS&J, was formed to advise the EIS project team in the development
of a Dredged Material Management Plan for the proposed project. Workgroup members include
representatives for
• The City of Texas City and the Texas City International Terminal (TCIT) project team including Americana

Ships, Stevedoring Services of America, Berger/ABAM Engineering, and Shiner Moseley and Associates
• State and federal agencies including U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Texas Natural Resource Conservation

Commission, Texas General Land Office, National Marine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

• Texas Audubon Society

The loss of over 30,000 acres of marsh habitat in the Galveston Bay estuary since 1950 have made marsh
restoration/creation a priority. This is reflected in the high proportion of proposed projects that restore of create
marsh. The attached map shows the general locations for several possible projects that could use the dredge
material. These include:

Shoreline along Skyline Drive, South of Dollar Point
This project would combine marsh creation with a recreational park component. It would be located adjacent to
the armored shoreline along Skyline Drive, south of Dollar Point. An outer levee with gaps for tidal circulation
would be constructed and filled to the elevation required for marsh creation. Some part of the feature would be
filled to upland elevation and include recreational features such as a boat ramp and possibly parking. The outer
levee could be a footpath with education signage (wildlife habitat), benches, picnic tables, etc. The site would
be constructed in the first round (i.e., use construction, not maintenance material).

West Pelican Island
Marsh creation/restoration on west side of island. The site would be constructed in the first round (i.e., use
construction, not maintenance material).

Expansion of northern side of Texas City Dike
This project could create beach, sand flats and/or marsh by the placement of dredged material on northern side
of dike to expand its width to 100 feet or more, This proposal also includes material placed at the end of the
dike to alleviate the erosion problem.

Swan Lake
Restore marsh (over 300 acres) lost to historical subsidence. It would also need to address the current erosion
problem caused by the break up of the natural wavebreak without endangering bird islands. This would involve
working with the TNRCC project which will build part of wavebreak and create 93 acres of marsh.

Shoal Point (and area between Shoal Point and Swan Lake)
The attached map shows a large area under consideration. Potential projects for this site vary in size, shape,
configuration, use and other factors. These include:
• Marsh creation by building leveed cells to act as dredged material placement areas. These cells would

eventually be filled to elevations suitable for marsh creation, at which point they would be decommissioned
and reshaped to create marsh. This would be a long-term project, using much of the maintenance material.

• These cells could be adjacent to or near Shoal Point and/or Swan Lake. Placement location and other design
measures would be considered to ensure proper circulation and other requirements for a functioning marsh.
Care would also be taken to avoid negative impacts to Swan Lake marshes. A potential benefit to Swan Lake
would be additional wave protection. Impacts to oysters and other bay habitat would also need to be
considered.

• The placement of these cells could also be selected to leave part of Shoal Point open for future potential
commercial uses (not including the proposed Container Port).



Galveston Bay Area Users I Stakeholders Groups

Name Affiliation
John Bartos Houston Canoe Club
Dr. Donald Bass College of the Mainland
Linda Shead, P.E. Galveston Bay Foundation (GBF)
Dr. David and Winnie Burkett Houston Audubon Society (HAS)
George Regmund Armand Bayou Nature Center
Commodore George Perdue Houston Yacht Club
Joan Cordes Lakewood Yacht Club
Eugene Scott** Galveston Yacht Club
J.B. (Bill) Mathis Port of Texas City

Rusty Hook Club - Texas City**
Texas Shrimp Association (TSA)***

Brandon Rizzo** Bay Area Personal Watercraft Association
Carl Bohannon* Hobie Cat Club
Doug Hughs*** Hobie Cat Club
Charlie Gioielli* Windsurfer/Kite-sailers’ Club
Guy Jackson (or Ben Nelson) Coastal Oyster Lease Assoc. (COLA)

Fishing Guide Association***
Gene Campbell Chandeleur Island Charters
George Carter BP Amoco
Ted Caryl Texas Whaler Owners Club
Helen Drummond Galveston Bay Estuary Program
Bob Gallaway

League of Women Voters - Bay Area / Houston
Charles Herbeck Mabry, Herbeck & Chilton, L.L.P.

Clifford Hillman Hillman Shrimp & Oyster Co.
Diane Schenke The Nature Conservancy of Texas (TNCT)
Sarah Ann Lee Bayou Preservation Association (BPA)
Verne Lehmberg Texas Fly Fishers Association (TFFA)
Dr. James Lester University of Houston, Clear Lake (UH-CL)
Julie Massey Galveston County Marine Extension
Dr. William Merrell Texas A&M University / Galveston
Dorris Nelson Fisherman’s Harvest Inc.
Dr. Sammy Ray Texas A&M Galveston
Sharron Schmalz Wildlife Rehab & Education
CL. Standley PISCES
Ellen Ann Stephenson Citizens’ Environmental Colition
Dr. Robert Stickney Sea Grant College Program

Texas A&M University
John E. Walker Ducks Unlimited
Dr. Jim Webb Texas A&M University / Galveston
Lalise Whorton Mason Scenic Galveston
Page Williams Houston Sierra Club
Jerry Wooster Saltwater Anglers League of Texas (SALT)
Ms. M.E. Cook* University of Texas Real Estate
Dan Wyatt Texas Mariners Cruising Association
Laurie Adcox National Association of Conservation Districts
The Honorable Peter Alfaro City of Baytown
Jim Blackburn Galveston Bay Conservation & Preservation Association



Frank Blake Sierra Club HRG Executive Committee Chair
Kevin Daniels Coastal Conservation Association of Texas
Connie Elston Bay Area Transportation Partnership
David Foulkrod Boating Trades Association
Jim Kachtick Greater Houston Partnership
John Massey Bay Area Transportation Partnership BYL International, Inc.
Joe Nelson Texas Oyster Growers and Dealers Association
The Honorable Roger Quiroga, Mayor, City of Galveston
Philip Randolph Omega Bay Improvement Comm
Lori Roussel Gulf Coaswt Waste Disposal Authority
Mary Starr Bay Area Board of Realtors
James Suber Seashore Community Advisory Panel
Ted Thorjussen West Gulf Maritime Association
John E. Walker Ducks Unlimited
Mary Ellen Whitworth Bayou Preservation Association
All of the above were invited by mail (mailed February 16, 2001), except those noted by asterisk,
which were contacted as noted as soon as we got the contact information
* Invited via telephone call/email/fax
** Left phone message
“i” No contact



APPENDIX H-5

USACE PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT FOR
APRIL 24, 2001, PUBLIC WORKSHOP



~Pub1ic Announcement
March 24, 2001

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Galveston District

INTRODUCTION: Notice is hereby given of a public workshop to be conducted by the
Galveston District, Corps of Engineers (Corps), between 5:00 and 8:00 PM on Tuesday,
April24, 2001, at the Charles Doyle Convention Center, 2010

5
th Avenue North (21st

Street and Phoenix Lane), Texas City, Texas.

BACKGROUND: The consulting firm PBS&J, under the direction of the Corps, is
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the City of Texas City’s
proposed Shoal Point container terminal. The project is proposed for Shoal Point, a
dredge material disposal area, adjacent to the Texas City Channel and Galveston Bay.
Since the October 2000 Scoping Meeting, inter-agency work groups were formed to
study the main issues related to the proposed terminal. Groups were formed to study
issues related to air quality, land-based and marine traffic, dredge material
management and alternative site locations. The following Federal, state and local
agencies are involved in the workgroups:

- National Marine Fisheries Service
- United States Coast Guard
- United States Fish and Wildlife Service
- Environmental Protection Agency
- Federal Highways Administration
- Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
- Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission
- Texas General Land Office
- Texas Department of Transportation
- Galveston. County Health Department
- Houston-Galveston Area Council (HGAC)
- Galveston-Texas City Pilots
- Port of Texas City
- City of Texas City

In addition to the issues being studied by the work groups, information on the following
topics is also being gathered: geology, topography, hydrology, hazardous material site
assessment, surface and groundwater quality, wetlands, terrestrial wildlife, aquatic
ecology, endangered species, cultural resources, land uses, aesthetics and
socioeconomics. Attached are a map to the convention center, the proposed project
plans and a brief description of the information gathered to date.

PURPOSE OF THE WORKSHOP: This workshop is not a requirement under the
National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) for the EIS process. It is to provide an



update to the public on the proposed project and the EIS process. The workshop will
provide the opportunity for the public to view up-to-date project information and to
discuss the information with the EIS project team. In addition, the workshop will provide
an opportunity for all interested persons to provide written comments to the Corps for
use in preparation of the Draft EIS. Please bring this notice to the attention of others
known to be interested in the subject of the meeting.

CONDUCT OF THE WORKSHOP: The workshop will be conducted informally in an
“Open House” style. Displays will be available for viewing project information, with
project team members available for questions or discussion. Written statements only
will be accepted as official comments at this forum and for 30 days following the date of
the workshop.

All written comments will become part of the official record of the public workshop and
will be made available for public examination. Mailed statements to be included in the
record must be received by May 24, 2001.

If mailing comments please send to the District Engineer, Galveston District, Corps of
Engineers, at the following address:

U.S. ARMY ENGINEET DISTRICT, GALVESTON
ATTENTION: CESWG-PE-R
P.O. BOX 1229
GALVESTON, TEXAS 77553-1229

If you need additional information or have questions concerning this notice, please
contact Ms. Sharon Manzella Tirpak at 409-766-3136, by e-mail at
Sharon.tirpak@usace.army.mil or you may write to U. S. Army Corps of Engineers,
ATTN: Ms. Sharon Manzella Tirpak, P.O. Box 1229, Galveston, Texas 77553-1229.

DISTRICT ENGINEER
GALVESTON DISTRICT
CORPS OF ENGINEERS



Informal Public Workshop
Shoal Point Container Terminal EIS

Date: Tuesday,April 24, 2001
Time: 5:00 — 8:00 PM
Place: Charles Doyle Convention Center

2010 5t~~Avenue North (2Ft and Phoenix Lane)
Texas City, Texas

V N
0) 1~t.Ab~S a
0) 2ndAtt~.S 1/)

Q~2 rd Aif~ S (I)

Ci~~Q~ pQue~tc~m, Inc C’1~99(3~)T, Inc



90S ~ ~
P~c~v~s

USACE Permit No.; 21 979

Applicant; ±~IIYOF TEXAS CITY
Date; ~ ‘~‘ ~ Sheet J of

VICINITY

PROJECT SITE

NOTES:

LOCATION MAP

1. THE PROJECT PURPOSE IS TO BUILD A MODERN CONTAINER TERMINAL THAT INCLUDES CHANNEL
DEEPENING, BERTHS, DOCKS, CONTAINER YARD AND ACCESS CORRIDOR.

2. MAJOR ASSETS OF SHOAL POINT ARE: LANDSIDE ACCESS, WATER ACCESS TO GULF, COMPATiBLE
LAND USE, MINIMAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ABILITY TO EXPAND.

3.THE ENTIRE PROJECT WILL BE PERMITTED, HOWEVER IT WILL BE BUILT IN THREE PHASES BEGINNING
WITH A 125 ACRE TERMINAL AND TWO BERTHS WITH AN ULTIMATE SIZE OF 400 ACRES AND SIX
BERTHS.

P
— ENGINEERS& CONSULTANTS TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN SOSTING CHANNEL

SHINER MOSELEY AND AsSOCIATES. INC. DESCRIPTION/ACTMT1ES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH DOCKS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS ,AND
V Corpus Christi/Houston DATUt.4: USCE MLT (MEAN LOW POE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/CO SHEET 1



NOTE:
FOR SECTIONS Cl, C2, C3 AND
C4 REFER TO SHEET 5.

1. ACCESS CORRIDOR PH I TO LOOP 197;
PRIMARY = 3,0 MILES
ALTERNATE (ADD 1 600’) = 3.3 MILES

PROJECT CONCEPT

8

P
a

I

I

— 3000’

1’~””1 SHINTER MOSELEY AND Assc ~TE~ IH~ DESCRIPTION/ACTMTIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH DOCKS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS AND
~ Jill ENGINEERS &VCONSIJLTANTS TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL

C Ch ‘ t’ ‘H t DATUM: USCE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)orpus ris i~ ous on JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/DO REV. 7/7 SHEET 2



Applicant. , CIT’T’ OF TEXAS CITY

Dote: I 2~T~I ~ z~o0 ~ Sheet ~3 of Cj

NOTE:
SEE SHEET C4 FOR SECTIONS
AND SHORLEINE PROTECTION

TERMINAL CONCEPT

0 1000. 2000’

2000’

SHINER MosO YAND A5SOCLkrEs. INC. - ,‘AC’~~ CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH DOCKS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR. DREDGE BERTHS AND
ENGINEERS & CONSTJLTM’ITS . J TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EAISTING CHaNNEL

Corpus Christi/Houston DATUM: USCE MU (MEAN LOW TIDE)JOB NO,: 90324 DATE:

NEW DREDGED
TURNING BASIN
DlA~1200FT.

SHOREUNE
PROTECTION
(OPTIONAL)

PORT OF
TEXAS

GALVESTON

APPROXIMATE
EXIS11NG
SHOREUNE

ACCESS CORRIDOR

SHEET 3



EXISTING
TEXAS CrrT’

TURN ING
BASIN

15’±—

—40’_

SHORELINE
PROTECTION
AS REQUIRED
(OPTIONAL)

NOTES:

1. SHORELINE STABILIZATION AS REQUIRED
UNDER WHARF. MAY BE REVET}~1ENT,
BULKHEAD, OR OTHER STRUCTURALOR
NONSTRUCTURALMETHOD.

2. SUBMERGEDAREA UNDERWHARF:
PHASE 1 180,000 SF1
PHASE 11 = 360,000 SF1
PHASE Iii = 540,000 SF1

USACE Permit No.: 21979 _____
Applicocit; CITY OF TEXAS CITY

Dote: ~ J~)(\.J~~)0O Sh

I-WHARF WITH CRANES
/ BULKHEADOPTIONAL

130’±,

2’ ADVANCE
MAINTENANCE SECTION A—A

SCALE: N.T.S.
LOOKING EAST

2500’±

GALVESTON
BAY

SECTION B—B+5

—5

SHORELINE
PROTECTION (OPTIONAL)

SCALE: N.T.S.
LOOKING NORTH

P

SCALE: N.T.SV

X VARIES
TOTAL LENGTH = 4000’
AREA BELOW 0.0 MLT 0.65
ACRES (28, 400 SF)

a

ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS~“~“~jSHINER MOSEL.EY ~ ASSOCiATES,
Corpus Christi/Houston

INC. TURNING BASIN, DEEPEtI~DESCRIFTION/ACTWTT1ES:

DATUM: USCE tAUT (MEAN
— JOB NO.: 90324

EYISDNG CHANNELCONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH
LOW TIDE)

DATE: 6/9/DO REV.

DOCKS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS AND

7/7 SHEET 4



USACE Permit No.:

Appllcont: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
Dole: .....Lj _-._&.Q_e-~ ~ Sheet ~iiof ~1

NOTES:

(j) FiLL. WILL BE PLACED ALONG SOUTH SIDE OF DRAmLACE
EASEMENT TO CONSTRUCT ACCESS ROAD.

(7) THE EXiSTING DR~JNACEWAY IS OFFSETTO THE NORTH
SIDE OF THE EASEMENT; CENTERLINE OF DITCH IS
APPROXiMATELY 50 FT. FROM EDGE OF EASE).IENT.

(33 FiNISHED CORRIDOR WILL HA~ A 60 FT. CROWN WIDTH
TO ACCOMMOCEATE FOUR 12 FT. TRAFFiC LANES,
SHOULDERS AND GU.ARDRAJLS.

® SI,OPE PROTECTION WILL BE PRCMDED AS
APPROPRIATE. THIS MAY INCLUDE REVETMENT.
REINFORCED EARTH MODULAR WALL. BUU(HEADS,
OTHER STRUCTURES DR A COUBINA11ON THEREOF.

(7) THE CORRIDOR WILL ACCESS ONLY THE TERMINAL AND
WILL BE A PRWATE ROAD WITH ACCESS CONTROL MEAR
LOOP 197.

(7) ThE FiNISHED ELEVATION WILL BE ABOUT +10 FT.
WHICH IS APPROXIMATELY THE HEIGHT OF LOOP 197.

(7) SLOPE WILL VATh’ DEPENDING UPON CONSTRUCI1ON
TECHNIQUES AND lYRE OF STABILIZATION USED.

(7) SOME WETLANDS EXIST ALONG SWAN LAKE OIJ1SIDE OF
ROW.

(7) FOOTPRINT WILL VATh’ DEPENDING UPON lYRE OF
STABILIZA1ION MD SLOPE PROTECTiON USED.
ASSUMING A 1:1 SLOPE AND ITS lYRICAL SECTION
(CI —C3) THE ESTIMATED TOTAL ACCESSCORRIDOR
FOOTPRINT IS 24.8 ACRES.

d~ ASSUMING A 1:1 SLOPE THE TOTAL AREA OF
SHORELINE PROTECTION BELOW 0.0 kILT IS
APPROXIMATELY 39,000 SF.

ACCESS CORRIDOR FOOTPRINT
REACH LENGTH TOTAL AREA (AC.)

DRAINAGEWAY — —

E. OF CCWDA 4,200’ 6.4
ADJACENT TO Gc~W~A 3,600’ 5.2
W. OF GCWDA 1,300’ 2,1
SUBTOTAL 9,100’ 13.7
THRU DISPOSAL
SITE 6900’

‘

111
.

LTOTAL 16,000’ 24.8 I
1. WIDTH OF FOOTPRINT VARIES, SEE SECTIONS
2. ASSUME F]NAL ELEVATION OF 10 FT AND 1:1 SLOPE

EXISTING

SECTION Cl
BETWEEN LOOP 197 AND GCWDA

EXISTING 150’ EASEMENT
P I GCWDA

PLANT

SECTION C2
AT CCWDA PLANT

EXISTING 150’ EASEMENT

I.—

SECTION C3
EAST OF GCWDA

5

e

SECTION C4
(ALTERNATE)

ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL
SHINER MosEULyA.wt ASSOCIATES, INC. DESCRIPTION/ACTTVO1ES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH DOCKS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS AND

Corpus Christi/Houston DATUM: USCE MLT (M~ LOW TIDE)
JOB NO.: 90324 DATE,’ 6/9/00 REV. 7/7 SHEET 5



NOTES: ______________________________________

1. THE EXISTING TEXAS CITY CHANNEL WILL BE DEEPENED FROM 40 FT. TO 45 FT. FROM THE SHOAL POINT
TERMINAL SITE TO THE HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL,

2. TO BE CONSISTENT WITH DREDGING PROCEDURES IN FEDERAL CHANNELS THE DEEPENING WILL INCLUDE 2
FT OF ADVANCE MAINTENANCE DREDGING AND 2 FT OF ALLOWABLE OVERDEPTH.

3. THE HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL IS CURRENTLYBEING DEEPENED TO A DEPTH OF 45 FT.

4. THE CURRENT BOTTOM WIDTH OF 400 FT. WILL BE MAINTAINED.

USACE Permit No.: 21979 _____

\\ Applicant: CITY OFTE)<AS CITY

\\\\ Date: _J~1 20 ~ Shet~C~

/~A

CD
CD
C:,
‘l-

\\

\~\~%.
\\ ~

.-0

I.’

PLAN

TEXAS Cfl’Y
DIKE

‘1

—45’

SECTION

4D0’

-ADVANCE
MAINTENANCE (2’)

ALLOWABLE
OVERDEPTH (2’)

-S

e SHINER MOSELEYA.ND ASSOCIATES.INC. ID6CRI~DN/ACi1~’fl1ES:CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH DOCKS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR. DREDGE BERTHS AND

I TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNELENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS DATUM: USCE MU (MEAN LOW TIDE)Corpus ChñsC/Houston JOB NO.: 90324 DATE 6/9/DO REV. 7/7 SHEET 6



WETLAND IMPACT SUMMARY ________

- 3000’

NOTE:
______ NO JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION HAS BEEN DONE

FOR PHASE II AND IlL THIS WILL BE DONE 1—YEAR
PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION IN THOSE AREAS AND

_______ APPROPRIATE MITIGATION NEEDS DETERMINED. DOING
_______ DELINEATION NOW WOULD NOT PROViDE USEFUL
_______ INFORMATION SINCE THESE ARE ACTIVE DISPOSAL

CELLS THAT WILL BE USED BEFORE PHASE II AND ill
ARE BUILT.

TURNING BASIN

I US.~EPeimiitNo.: 21979 ____
AppficonL CITY OF TEXAS CITY

~ of~ -.

~2~J PHASE C PHASE IC PHASE flE TOTAL

A~~ESS~OR~DOR
SPARTINA 0.3 0.3
SUBMERGED—U~NEC. 2.2 N/A N/A 2.2
TOTAL JURISD. 2.5 2.5
CONTAINER YARD
AND BERN AREA
SPARI1NA 0.9 0 0 0.9
SU8MERGED—Ul~tVEG. 37 37 37 111
MARSH’-HI/I.O 10.3 0 0 10.3
FRESHWATER—WETI.ANO 3.6 TBD 180 3.6(-i-TBO)
TOTAL JURISO. 51.8 — — .-

TURN~GBASIN
SPAR11NA 0
SUBMERCED—UNVEG. 46.9 N/A 46.9
TOTAL JIJRISD. 46.9 46~9
GWNN~
SPAR11NA 0
SUBMERGED—UNVEG. 6.3 N/A IZ~III 6.3
TOTAL JIJRISD. 6.3 6,3
SUMMARY
SPAR11NA 1.2 0 0 1.2
SUBMERGED—UIWEG. 92.4 37 37 166.4

~L.9~_ 10.3 0 0 10.3
FRESHWATER—WETLAND 3,6 180 TBD 3.6(+TBD)
TOTAL JIJRISO. 107.5 .37(+TBD) 37(+TBD) 181.5(+TB0

II
‘5

8

I
S Sani~MosRtEY~t,AssoaxrEs,INC.

ENGINEØ~S& CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Houston

DESCRIPTION/ft~CTMflE&CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WiTh DOCKS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS AND
TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTiNG CHANNEL
DAT1M 1)5CC kILT (MEAN LOW TIDE)
.X}B NO.. 90324 Ch’.TE 6/9/00 REV. 6/26/00 SHEET 7



USACE Permit No.: _____________

Applicoot: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
Dote: 1~T~Q~200o ~ CSheet ~“ of

LOCATION MAP
SCALE: N.T.S.

EDGE OF SPMCIMA

SF~~\

WETLANDS ALONG
CORRIDOR

\,Of’~NWATEB\

ACCESS

ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNELSHINER MOSELEY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. DESCRIPTIDN/ACIMT1ES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH DOCKS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR,

Corpus Christi/Houston DATUM: USCE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)JOB NO.: 90324 DATE 5/9/00
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USACE Permit No.: 2 1 979

Applicant: CITY OF TEXAS CITY

Dote 1 0

SHOAL POINT WETLANDS
WITHIN PHASE I

ot

3L-~—JSCALE: N.T,S.

SPARSE NTERMIITENT SPARI1NA

SPARTU4A

SPART1NA

SPARTTNA -

WAVE CUT BANK

SPARTW

/
/

UNVECETATED SUBMERGED FLATS

LAND BOUNDARY

STAKES FOR ELEVATION

WAVE CUT BANK

APPROX. .35 ACRES

FRESHWATER WETLANDS

APPROX. 2.61 ACRES

INAL WITH DOCKSDESCRIPOON/ACTM1IES CDNSTSHINER MOSELEY AND ASSOCIA

~



ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL ElS

An Alternatives Analysis workgroup was established to provide technical support to the EIS
Project Team in the identification of the approach, identification and evaluation of available data,
and review of preliminary results for the analysis of alternatives for the Shoal Point Container
Terminal Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The workgroup developed a tiered approach
to the alternatives analysis, which involved a multi-step process of identification of potential
alternatives followed by elimination of infeasible or unreasonable alternatives.

Tier I was the development of Screening Criteria (minimal requirements or maximum allowable
impacts) for an alternative. These included:
• Site must be in protected water (natural or breakwater).
• Wharf/Shoreline requirement is a minimum of 6000’ of wharf frontage.
• Minimum Acreage requirement is 400 acres (6-berth system). Combination sites (multiple

sites with <6-berth systems) were not considered because there are a sufficient number of
400-acre sites and the greater efficiencies of 6-berth systems would not require the
duplication of facilities and additional impacts of combination sites.

• Maximum Distance from deepwater channel (Houston and Texas City Ship Channels) is 5
miles. Impacts to the water column (turbidity, salinity intrusion); to bay bottom habitats
(oysters, benthos, fisheries); and to air quality, associated with dredging >5 miles of new
channel were determined to be excessive. There would also be navigation and safety
issues, as well as concerns over the management and placement of the large amounts of
extra dredged material.

• Ship Access requires a minimum channel depth of 45’ and bridge clearance of 150’.

The Screening Criteria were used to identify the geographic range for potential locations of
reasonable alternatives. A map outline was derived from the combination of the screening
criteria, which was 5 miles from Houston or Texas City Ship Channels and with sufficient bridge
clearance and minimum possible channel depth. Only sites within the “Geographic Limitations”
outline were considered, which eliminated Trinity Bay, East Bay, West Bay, and the HSC above
a point one-half mile down channel from the Beltway 8 bridge.

A search of the remaining Galveston Bay shoreline was conducted to identify possibly suitable
400-acre footprints, which resulted in the following alternative sites: Spillmans Island, Alexander
Island, Cedar Point, Bayport, Shoal Point, Virginia Point, Pelican Island, and Bolivar Peninsula.

In Tier II, preliminary data were acquired, the Screening Criteria were applied to the sites
identified in Tier I, and environmental impacts were considered, which eliminated the following
alternatives for the reasons noted:
• Virginia Point: Excessive terrestrial and aquatic environmental impacts. Significant wetland

impacts, which eliminated the site on Section 404(b)(1) considerations.
• Bolivar Peninsula: Excessive terrestrial and aquatic environmental impacts and navigation

and safety impacts associated with construction of new causeway and additional channel.
No particular benefits over Pelican Island Site and there is a conflict with Houston-Galveston
Navigation Channels, Texas, Beneficial Uses Program (Bolivar Marsh).

Tier III involved the identification of the best footprint for the proposed container port. The
footprint was selected to minimize negative environmental impacts and conflicts with land use
and still serve the needs of the applicant. This produced the final list and footprints of reasonable
alternative sites: Cedar Point, Spillmans Island, Alexander Island, Bayport, Shoal Point, and
Pelican Island.



The EIS Project Team is responsible for generating the baseline (Affected Environment Section
of EIS) and potential impacts (Impacts/Environmental Consequences Section of EIS) for all of
the reasonable alternatives identified above as well as the No-build alternative. These data will
be gathered, summarized and compared by Project Team members in collaboration with the
Alternatives Analysis workgroup and other workgroups, where appropriate. The ultimate goal is
to determine the environmentally preferable alternative and those alternatives with unacceptable
environmental impacts. This information will be presented in detail in the pertinent sections of
the Draft EIS, and summarized in the Alternatives Section of the Draft EIS.

LAND TRANSPORTATION (TRAFFIC) IMPACT ANALYSIS
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL EIS

The PBS&J land transportation group plans to complete turning movement traffic counts, 24-
Hour counts, capacity analysis, railroad analysis, Level of Service (LOS) analysis, and trip
generation analysis (subject to H-GAC completing modeling) to assess the possible traffic
impacts of the project on the area’s transportation facilities. The PBS&J land transportation
group is in the process of completing traffic counts and preliminary analysis for the proposed
alternate sites. The intersections being closely studied due to the impact of the proposed
transportation facility are:

Proposed Site:
Texas City (Shoal Point)

1.) FM 519 at Loop 197
2.) FM 519 at SH 3
3.) FM 519 at SH 146
4.) SH 146 at FM 1765
5.) SH 3/SH 146 at Loop 197

(includes IH 45 Exit 7 Analysis)
6.) SH 146 at FM 2094
7.) SH 146 at

6
1h St

8.) SH 146 at FM 518
9.) SH 146 at FM 519

The intersections planned to be studied for the alternate sites are:

Alternate Sites:
Alexander Island

1.) SH 225 at Battleground
2.) SH 255 at Miller’s Cut Off
3.) Miller’s Cut Off at Battleground

Spiliman’s Island
1.) Barbours Cut Boulevard at SH 146
2.) Barbours Cut Boulevard at Broadway

Cedar Point
1.) SH146atFM 1405
2.) Business SH 146 at Spur 55

Bayport
1.) SH 146 at Port Road

Pelican Island
1.) Harborside at Pelican Causeway
2.) Harborside at lH-45
3.) Broadway at

51
st Street



The railroad intersections planned to be studied are:

Railroad Impact:
1.) SHl46atLoopl97
2.) FM 519at Loop 197

The main corridors being analyzed due to the proposed transportation facility are lH-45 and
State Highway (SH) 146. Working in conjunction with Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-
GAC), the PBS&J land transportation group will be presenting preliminary results of these
analyses at the public meeting.

WATER TRANSPORTATION (NAVIGATION)
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL EIS

The Texas City Channel is one of the nation’s major petrochemical arteries, accounting for a -

substantial portion of the crude oil imports and product shipments in the region. The Shoal Point
Container Terminal Project will involve substantial changes to the channel and to existing vessel
traffic mix, as well as potentially affecting the future conditions faced by local interests.
Workgroup meetings to date have focused on identifying the impacts that would need to be
addressed in the EIS and on other specific issues that are briefly summarized below.

One of the major project effects will be changes in the vessel traffic, resulting delays, and the
increase in the number of encounters between vessels. These changes are being quantified
with a simple numerical procedure using traffic from the year 2000 as a base. The product will
be estimates of existing and future delay hours by vessel type, and numbers of encounters,
again by vessel type.

An issue that was raised during scoping was the location of the proposed turning basin near the
existing Sterling Chemicals docks, and the resulting potential for increasing wave and propeller
effects. As a result of coordination on this issue, the applicant has elected to move the turning
basin further to the east and away from the area of concern. Another point raised by Coast
Guard representatives was the concern that vessel traffic by the TCIT docks might produce
sufficient surge to affect bunkering (i.e., fueling) operations at the docks. It was concluded that a
surge analysis would be performed to quantify this aspect. An issue addressed in the committee
but not yet resolved is the potential for a barge lane to provide additional room for navigation and
to mitigate effects on delays and risks of collisions during encounters.

Another potential indirect or cumulative effect of the project is the increased likelihood that the
rest of the Texas City Channel (i.e., from the proposed terminal to the inner harbor) would be
deepened to 45 feet, consistent with the federal navigation project in Galveston Bay.

All of these issues are being addressed and quantified to the extent possible in the work now
underway on the Draft ElS.

DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL EIS

The Shoal Point Container Terminal project will generate about 8 million cubic yards (mcy) of
new dredged material in the first phase of construction and an additional 3.2 mcy of new work
during the second and third phases of construction.



It has been federal policy for many years that major dredging projects have a plan for the proper
use or disposal of dredged material for a 50-year period. While this is a City of Texas City permit
application, the stated intent of all parties is that the project will ultimately be integrated into the
federal Texas City Channel navigation project. Accordingly, a Dredged Material Management
Plan (DMMP) must be developed that is acceptable to the City of Texas City, to the Corps that
may ultimately assume implementation, and to the resource agencies and public that are
normally a part of environmental resource planning.

An inter-agency workgroup was assembled to develop the DMMP. The workgroup has met
three times to date and worked through a wide range of issues and alternatives. A substantial
degree of consensus has been reached on policies and a preliminary plan, shown on the
attached figure, has been developed.

Consensus was reached early that the main beneficial use of dredged material will be to create
new tidal wetlands to compensate as much as possible for the wetland losses over the last
century. One major part of that will be to provide approximately 2.4 mcy of new work material to
Swan Lake where the state and federal agencies are currently involved in remediation efforts
can use the material to create new tidal wetlands, restoring the area to its condition prior to the
major loss of wetlands from subsidence.

Another new construction element would be the marsh on the western side of Pelican Island.
Essentially, this would be built from new work material dredged from the outer reaches of the
channel.

The main placement areas, and those that would provide the bulk of the capacity for
maintenance material, would be the peninsulas coming off of Shoal Point. The levees on the
perimeter would be built from stiff clay in the new work dredging. The outside portion exposed to
wave attack would be armored to control erosion. During the initial years before they are needed
to hold maintenance dredging materials, these areas would have openings to allow water
exchange. When they are ready for use they would be closed and appropriate drainage
structures installed so they can be used to de-water dredged material. After an area is filled, it
would be graded, tidal channels opened, and planted to establish marsh areas.

The area to the north of the Dike near Dollar Point is proposed to be a combination wetland and
water access point with parking, picnic and boat ramp facilities. It would be constructed during
the second phase of the project. A major consideration will be to provide an optimal facility to
serve the ecological as well as recreational needs of the community.

At this point the design work of the project is nearing completion and efforts are moving more
towards quantification of impacts. One part of that process is a survey of the areas that are to be
involved in the DMMP to locate oyster reefs and possible cultural resources. This survey may
possibly identify a significant resource that it is possible to avoid impacting by moving some
feature of the project. If that occurs, the preliminary plan will be modified to the extent necessary
to minimize impacts.

Meanwhile the information gained during the survey, as well as information available from other
studies in Galveston Bay, are being used to quantify the impacts of the project on area
resources. These impacts will include conversions of bay bottom habitat to other uses such as
tidal marsh or upland areas, and increased turbidity during the dredging operations. If impacting
any significant oyster reefs cannot be avoided during construction, they would be mitigated by
building replacement reefs in other areas.



AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS

SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL ElS

PRELIMINARY EMISSION CALCULATIONS

• Preliminary emission calculations have been prepared for both the construction and
operation activities of the project considering access, dredging and the terminal operations

• The project will use Electric Dredging with waterborne construction material delivery
• Emission calculations incorporated emissions controls for emissions from various sources

consistent with the December 6, 2000 Houston-Galveston Area SIP:

• Speed limit controls
• Cleaner Diesel
• Accelerated purchase of Tier 2/3 equipment

PRELIMINARY GENERAL CONFORMITY ANALYSIS

• Meetings have been held with Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission and the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to discuss General Conformity

• TNRCC staff was informed of the estimated construction and operating emissions as the
HGA SIP was being finalized

• Based on the results of these meetings a preliminary determination has been made that:

• Construction emissions are included in the currently approved SIP construction budget
• The HGA SIP incorporates the significant transportation-related operating emissions due to

projected growth in container traffic
• Project emissions will meet the General Conformity requirements

PRELIMINARY IMPACTS ANALYSIS

The following preliminary summary information has been prepared:

• Existing air quality information for Galveston and Houston-Galveston Area
• Comparison of construction /operating emissions for the project to Galveston County point

sources
• Comparison of Shoal Point total operating emissions to HGA point sources and to the HGA

SIP

GENERAL TOPICS TO BE ADDRESSEDIN THE
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL EIS

In addition to Air Quality, Land and Water Transportation, and Dredged Material Management,
the following topics will be addressed in the Draft EIS for each of the alternative site locations:

Noise
Physiography, Topography, and Bathymetry
Geology
Energy and Mineral Resources
Surface Soils



Ground Water Hydrology
Hazardous Material Site Assessment
Surface Water Hydrology
Water Quality
Commercial and Recreational Navigation
Vegetation
Wetlands
Terrestrial Wildlife
Aquatic Ecology
Endangered and Threatened Species
Cultural Resources
Land Use/Recreation/Aesthetics
Socioeconomics
Community Infrastructure and Municipal Services
Texas Coastal Zone Consistency Determination
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
GALVESTON DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P.O. BOX i229

GALVESTON. TEXAS 77~53-1229

REPLYTO -~• 2g
ATTENTtON OF

ExecutiveOffice

Mr. CarlosMendoza
United StatesFishandWildlife Service
17629El CaminoReal,Suite 211
Houston,Texas 77058

DearMr. Mendoza:

I aminviting youragencyto participateasa technicaladvisor
with theU.S.Army CorpsofEngineers,GalvestonDistrict, in
preparinganEnvironmentalImpactStatement(EIS)for Department
ofthe Army PermitApplication 21979. Theapplicant,theCity of
TexasCity, is proposingto developa containerterminal on Shoal
Point, adjacentto theTexasCity Channel,GalvestonCounty,Texas.

Basedon my review oftheCity’s proposaland concerns
expressedat pre-applicationmeetings,this EIS will require
informationandanalysisof fish andwildlife resourcesanda reviewfor
endangeredspecies.Although, I expectmy staffto managethe overall
developmentofthe EIS, I would appreciateyour agency’sassistance
with thetechnicalreviewof thefish andwildlife resourcesand
endangeredspeciesinformation. I anticipateneedingsomeonefrom
your staffthat canattendseveralmeetings,makerecommendationson
theabovesubjects,and reviewandcommenton subsequentsectionson
oftheEIS document.

PBS&Jwill be thecontractorresponsiblefor theactualdata
collection,analysisand documentpreparation.A scopingmeetingis
scheduledfor October3, 2000,at the CharlesDoyle Convention
Center,in TexasCity, Texas. Theoverall developmentof thedraft EIS
is expectedto takeapproximately12months,following the scoping
meeting.



TIRPAK/PL/3136
FE-RB
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I look forwardto your participationin this effort. Shouldyou
haveanyquestionspleasecontactMs. SharonManzellaTirpak, at the
aboveaddressorby telephoneat 409-766-3136.
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Sincerely,

NicholasJ. Buechler
Colonel, CorpsofEngineers
District Engineer
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
GALVESTON DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P.O. BOX 1229

GALVESTON.TEXAS 77883-1229

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF

ExecutiveOffice

CDR RichardM. Kaser,P.E.
UnitedStatesCoastGuard
Marine SafetyUnit
601 Rosenberg,Room309
Galveston,Texas 77550-1705

DearCommanderKaser:

I aminviting your agencyto participateasa technicaladvisor
with theU.S.Army CorpsofEngineers,GalvestonDistrict, in
preparinganEnvironmentalImpactStatement(EIS) for Department
oftheArmy PermitApplication 21979. Theapplicant,theCity of
TexasCity, is proposingto developa containerterminalon Shoal
Point,adjacentto theTexasCity Channel,GalvestonCounty,Texas.

Basedon my reviewoftheCity’s proposalandconcerns
expressedat previousmeetings,this EIS will requireinformationand
analysisof marinetraffic safetyissues.Although, I expectmy staff to
managetheoverall developmentof theEIS, I would appreciateyour
agency’sassistancewith thetechnicalreviewofmarinetraffic
information. I anticipateneedingsomeonefrom yourstaffthat can
attendseveralmeetings,makerecommendationson marinetraffic
concerns,andreview andcommentonsubsequentsectionson ofthe
EIS document.

PBS&Jwill be the contractorresponsiblefor theactualdata
collection,analysis,anddocumentpreparation.A scopingmeetingis
scheduledfor October3, 2000,at theCharlesDoyle Convention
Center,in TexasCity, Texas. Theoverall developmentofthedraft EIS
is expectedto takeapproximately12 months,following the scoping
meeting.



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
GALVESTON DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P.O. BOX 1229

GALVESTON. TEXAS 77553-1229

REPLY TO ‘) (‘~

ATTENTION OF~

ExecutiveOffice

Mr. GaryK. Trietsch
District Engineer
TexasDepartmentofTransportation
P.O.Box 1386
Houston,Texas 77251-1386

DearMr. Trietsch:

I aminviting your agencyto participateasa technicaladvisor
with theU.S.Army CorpsofEngineers,GalvestonDistrict, in
preparinganEnvironmentalImpactStatement(EIS) for Department
oftheArmy PermitApplication 21979. Theapplicant,theCity of
TexasCity, is proposingto developa containerterminalon Shoal
Point, adjacentto theTexasCity Channel,GalvestonCounty,Texas.

Basedon my reviewof the City’s proposalandconcerns
expressedat previousmeetings,this EIS will requiredatacollection
andanalysisoftransportationrelatedinformation. Although, I expect
my staff to managetheoverall developmentoftheEIS, I would
appreciateyour agency’sassistancewith thetechnicalreviewof
transportationinformation. I anticipateneedingsomeonefrom your
staff that canattendseveralmeetings,makerecommendationson
transportationdatacollection,andreviewand commenton subsequent
sectionson of theEIS document.

PBS&Jwill be thecontractorresponsiblefor the actualdata
collection,analysisand documentpreparation.A scopingmeetingis
scheduledfor October3, 2000,at theCharlesDoyle ConventionCenter
in TexasCity, Texas. Theoverall developmentofthe draftEIS is
expectedto takeapproximately12 months,following thescoping
meeting.



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
GALVESTON DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P.O. BOX 1229
GALVESTON, TEXAS 77553-1229

29

Mr. AndreasMager,Jr.
SoutheastFisheriesCenterRegionalOffice
9721 ExecutiveCenterDrive
St. Petersburg,Florida 33703

Dear Mr. Mager:

I aminviting youragencyto participateasatechnicaladvisor
with theU.S.Army CorpsofEngineers,GalvestonDistrict, in
preparingan EnvironmentalImpactStatement(EIS) for Department
of theArmy PermitApplication21979. Theapplicant,theCity of
TexasCity, is proposingto developa containerterminalon Shoal
Point, adjacentto theTexasCity Channel,GalvestonCounty,Texas.

Basedon my review oftheCity’s proposaland concerns
expressedatpre-applicationmeetings,this EIS will requiredata
collectionand analysisofthemanagementofdredgedmaterial
disposal,andon living marineresources.Although, I expectmy staff
to managethe overall developmentoftheEIS, I would appreciateyour
agency’sassistancewith thetechnicalreviewofthedredgedmaterial
disposalmanagementand living resourcesinformation. I anticipate
needingsomeonefrom yourstaffthat canattendseveralmeetings,
makerecommendationson theabovesubjects,andreviewand
commenton subsequentsectionson oftheEIS document.

PBS&Jwill be thecontractorresponsiblefor theactualdata
collection, analysis,anddocumentpreparation.A scopingmeetingis
scheduledfor October3, 2000,atthe CharlesDoyle Convention
Center,in TexasCity, Texas. Theoverall developmentof the draft EIS
is expectedto takeapproximately12 months,following thescoping
meeting.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
GALVESTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P.O. BOX 1229

GALVESTON. TEXAS 77553-1229

REPLY TO 2 9
ATTENTION OF

ExecutiveOffice

Mr. C. D. Reagan
Division Administrator
FederalHighwaysAdministration
300 East8th Street,Room826
Austin, Texas 78701

Dear Mr. Reagan:

I aminviting your agencyto participateasatechnicaladvisor
with theU.S.Army CorpsofEngineers,GalvestonDistrict, in
preparinganEnvironmentalImpactStatement(EIS) for Department
oftheArmy PermitApplication 21979. Theapplicant,theCity of
TexasCity, is proposingto developa containerterminalon Shoal
Point, adjacentto theTexasCity Channel,GalvestonCounty,Texas.

Basedon my reviewoftheCity’s proposalandconcerns
expressedat pre-applicationmeetings,this EIS will requiredata
collectionandanalysisoftransportationrelatedinformation.
Although, I expectmy staffto managetheoverall developmentofthe
EIS, I would appreciateyour agency’sassistancewith thetechnical
reviewofthetransportationinformation. I anticipateneeding
someonefrom yourstaffthat canattendseveralmeetings,make
recommendationson thetransportationdatacollectionandanalysis,
andreviewandcommenton subsequentsectionson oftheEIS
document.

PBS&Jwill be thecontractorresponsiblefor theactualdata
collection, analysis,anddocumentpreparation.A scopingmeetingis
scheduledfor October3, 2000,atthe CharlesDoyle Convention
Center,TexasCity, Texas. Theoverall developmentofthedraft EIS is
expectedto takeapproximately12 months,following the scoping
meeting.



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
GALVESTON DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P.O. BOX 1229

GALVESTON. TEXAS 77853-1229

29

Mr. Mike Jansky
RegionalEIS Coordinator
Office ofPlanningandCoordination
EnvironmentalProtectionAgency,RegionVT
1445RossAvenue
Dallas,Texas 75202

DearMr. Jansky:

I aminviting your agencyto participateasa technicaladvisor
with theU.S.Army CorpsofEngineers,GalvestonDistrict, in
preparinganEnvironmentalImpact Statement(EIS) for Department
of theArmy PermitApplication 21979. Theapplicant,theCity of
TexasCity, is proposingto developa containerterminalonShoal
Point, adjacentto theTexasCity Channel,GalvestonCounty,Texas.

Basedon my reviewofthe City’s proposalandconcerns
expressedatpreviousmeetings,this EIS will requiredatacollection
andanalysisofair quality relatedinformation. Although, I expectmy
staff to managetheoverall developmentoftheEIS, I would appreciate
your agency’sassistancein thetechnicalreviewofair quality
information. I anticipateneedingsomeonefrom yourstaff that can
attendseveralmeetings,makerecommendationson air quality data
collectionandanalysis,andreviewandcommenton subsequent
sectionsonof theEIS document.

PBS&Jwill be thecontractorresponsiblefor theactualdata
collection,analysis,anddocumentpreparation.A scopingmeetingis
scheduledfor October3, 2000,at theCharlesDoyle Convention
Center,in TexasCity, Texas. Theoverall developmentofthedraft EIS
is expectedto takeapproximately12months,following thescoping
meeting.

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF

ExecutiveOffice



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
GALVESTON DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P.O. BOX 1229

GALVESTON. TEXAS 77553-1229

29

Mr. JefferySaitas
ExecutiveDirector
TexasNaturalResourcesConservationCommission
MC1O9, P.O.Box 13087
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

DearMr. Saitas:

I aminviting youragencyto participateasatechnicaladvisor
with theU.S.Army Corpsof Engineers,GalvestonDistrict, in
preparinganEnvironmentalImpact Statement(EIS) for Department
oftheArmy PermitApplication 21979. The applicant,the City of
TexasCity, is proposingto developa containerterminalon Shoal
Point,adjacentto theTexasCity Channel,GalvestonCounty,Texas.

Basedon my reviewofthe City’s proposalandconcerns
expressedat previousmeetings,this EIS will requiredatacollection
and analysisofair andwaterquality relatedinformation. Although, I
expectmy staff to managethe overall developmentoftheEIS, I would
appreciateyouragency’sassistancewith thetechnicalreviewof theair
andwaterquality information. I anticipateneedingsomeonefrom
yourstaffthat canattendseveralmeetings,makerecommendationson
air andwaterquality information, andreviewandcommenton
subsequentsectionson of theEIS document.

PBS&Jwill be thecontractorresponsiblefor theactualdata
collection,analysis,anddocumentpreparation.A scopingmeetingis
scheduledfor October3, 2000,at theCharlesDoyleConvention
Center,in TexasCity, Texas. Theoverall developmentofthe draft EIS
is expectedto takeapproximately12 months,following thescoping
meeting.

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF

ExecutiveOffice



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
GALVESTON DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P.O. BOX 1229

GALVESTON. TEXAS 77 583-1229

September 5, 2000

Mr. Garry McMahn
TexasGeneralLandOffice
11811North D Street
LaPorte,Texas 77571

DearMr. McMahn:

I aminviting your agencyto participateasa technicaladvisor
with theU.S.Army CorpsofEngineers,GalvestonDistrict, in
preparinganEnvironmentalImpactStatement(EIS) for Department
oftheArmy PermitApplication 21979. The applicant,theCity of
TexasCity, is proposingto developacontainerterminalon Shoal
Point,adjacentto theTexasCity Channel,GalvestonCounty,Texas.

Basedonmy reviewoftheCity’s proposaland concerns
expressedat previousmeetings,this EIS will requiredatacollection
andanalysison state-ownedsubmergedlands. Although, I expectmy
staffto managetheoverall developmentof theEIS, I would appreciate
your agency’sassistancewith thetechnicalreviewofthesubmerged
landinformation. I anticipateneedingsomeonefrom yourstaffthat
canattendseveralmeetings,makerecommendationson submerged
landsinformationandreview andcommentonsubsequentsectionson
oftheEIS Document.

PBS&Jwill be thecontractorresponsiblefor theactualdata
collection, analysis,anddocumentpreparation.A scopingmeetingis
scheduledfor October3, 2000,at theCharlesDoyle Convention
Center,in TexasCity, Texas. Theoverall developmentofthedraft EIS
is expectedto takeapproximately12 months,following thescoping
meeting.

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF.

ExecutiveOffice
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIONAGENCY
REGION 6

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
DALLAS, TX 75202-2733

September113, 2000

ColonelNicholasJ. Buechier
District Engineer
GalvestonDistrict, CorpsofEngineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston,TX 77553-1229

Dear Colonel Buechler:

Thankyou for your letterdatedAugust29, 2000, inviting ourparticipationasatechnical
advisorin thedevelopmentofaEnvironmentalImpactStatement(EIS)pursuantto theNational
EnvironmentalPolicy Act (NEPA) for construction ofa containerterminalon ShoalPoint,
adjacent to the Texas City Channel, Galveston County, Texas. Specifically you have asked for
assistancein thetechnicalreviewofair quality information.

In responseto this requests,I amsuggestingthatyoucontactMr. ThomasH. Diggs,who
is Chief of the Air Planning Section at Region 6. Mr. Diggs and his staff are most knowledgeable
oftheNationalAmbient Air Quality Standards, air conformity, and the most current air quality
assessmentmethodologyusedfor predictingandassessingair quality impacts. Mr. Diggscanbe
contactedby phoneat 214-665-7214.

I hope this informationis helpftil to you and your staff in the development of the above
NEPAdocument. Welook forward in working with your agency. If you have any other
questionsconcerningNEPAand our role in the environmental review process, please have your
staffcall meat 214-665-7451.

c:. ~ ~. -,,
~ ‘~j J ‘.~.U

~A/
Michael P. Jansky/i~.E. “
Regional 309 Coordinator

Internet Address (URL) G http:/iwww.epa.gov
Recyc~edfRscycIabIaPrinted wfth Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 25% Poslconsumer)
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Texas Department of Transportation
P.O. BOX 1386• HOUSTON, TEXAS 77251-1386• (713) 802-5000

September14, 2000

GalvestonCounty CONTACT: DPD

EnvironmentalImpactStatement
TexasCity Port ContainerTerminal

ColonelNicholasJ. Buechier
U. S.Army Corpsof Engineers
GalvestonDistrict
P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston,Texas 77553-1229

DearColonelBuechler:

This is in responseto your letter datedAugust 29, 2000, regardingthe Texas Departmentof
Transportation’sparticipationas a technical advisor in preparing an EnvironmentalImpact
Statement(EIS) for DepartmentoftheArmy PermitApplication21979.

Mr. HassanNikooei, P.E., is theprojectmanagerfor theSH 146 Major InvestmentStudy (MIS).
The SH 146 MIS could be impactedby the developmentof the TexasCity Port Container
Terminal; therefore,we are designatingMr. Nikooei to attendyour meetings. Mr. Rakesh
Tripathi, P.E.,from ourTransportationPlanningSectionwill alsobeattendingthesemeetings. It
is our recommendationthat you also includetheHouston-GalvestonArea Council in this study,
asan excellentsourceof information.

Shouldyouhaveadditionalquestions,pleasecontactMr. Nikooei at (713)802-5256.

ncerel

i
4~GaryK. Trietsch,P.E,

District Engineer
HoustonDistrict

cc: Mr. HassanNikooei, P.E.
Mr. RakeshTripathi, P.E.

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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UnitedStates Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Division ofEcologicalServices
17629El Camino Real,Suite#211

Houston,Texas77058-3051
281/286-8282/ (FAX) 281/488-5882

September11, 2000

SharonManzellaTirpak
US Army CorpsofEngineers
P.O.BOX 1229
Galveston,Texas77553-1229

DearMs. Tirpak:

The U.S. FishandWildlife Serviceacceptsyour invitation to participateasa technicaladvisorin
preparingtheEnvironmentalImpactStatement(EIS) for Departmentof theArmy PermitApplication
21979, City ofTexasCity’s proposedShoalPoint containerterminal. Any questionsconcerningfish
and wildlife resourcesandendangeredspeciescanbe directedtowardMoni DeVora. Shewill be
representingthe U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Clear Lake Ecological Services Field Office.

Thankyou for the opportunityto participatewith the EIS processconcerningthis proposedproject. If
you needany additionalinformation,pleasecontactme or Moni DeVoraat 281/286-8282.

Clear Lake ES Field Office



APPENDIX H-7

TEXAS COASTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN
CONSISTENCY STATEMENT



r~jSHINER MOSELEYAND ASSOCIATES,INC.

June23, 2000

Ms. Sharon Tirpack
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston,Texas77553

RE: TCMP CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION

Dear Ms. Tirpack:

J90324

Enclosed is an executed copy of the TCMPconsistency statement as you requested. Call if you
have any questions.

Sincerely,

SHINERMOSELEYAND ASSOCIATES,INC.

Joe - Moseley, Ph.D., P.E.
Principal

JCMJas

cc w/enclosure: Doug Hoover
Gene Smith
Bill Allen

Corp~rareOffice: 555 N. Carancahua, Siute 1650 Corpus Christi, Texas 78478 Phone 13611 857-221 I Fax (361) 857-7234 E-mail. mail@shinerrnoseiey corn



JUN-80 00 11:24 FROM: CE REGULATORY BRANCH 409-766-3931 TO:857 7234 RAGE:08

Applicantshouldsign this statementand return to:

U.S.Army CorpsofEngineers
Regulatory Branch
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston,Texas 77553-1229
Fax: 409-766-3931

Applicant’sName: City ofTexasCity
ProjectManager: SharonManzellaTjrpak -—

PermitNumber: 21979

Theproposedactivity complieswith Texas’approvedcoastal
managementprogramandwill beconductedin a mannerconeistent
with suchprogram.

— ______ ~1.~~~~~~

Date

Any questionsregardingtheTexasCoastalManagementProgram
shouldbereferredto:

JanetFatheree
TexasGeneralLand Office
CoastalCoordinationCouncil
1700North CongressAvenue,Room617
Austin, Texas 78701-1495

1-800-852-3224or
512-463-5385
512-475-0680Fax

/ Signature ~1
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David Dcwhurst
TC as I..a’lt) C&eiuiiiissiune.r

Mem hers

Mivhael L. Williams
F<ailroad (:Ofliuu~.~ojiof Fexas

Dr. William H. Clayton
Coastal~ic~1~rn nw.nt

Rc~prc.wiirztrivc

John Barrett
Agriculli.irc Rcprotentarivc~

Bob Dunkin
(:o~c~a1H1~~iflo’a.I~~it tat, vi.’

Jack Hunt
Ti’ ~ae~VarciJc vi’ l,s~in~ntfli ,:n

Robert .1. Huston
Tcxas Nanti-il Rotcii,ice

(onservatit,n(‘umm,,~aion

John W Johnson
TL’ia~Tia iti.~niiaii~n (nmmi~ic,n

Elizabeth A. Nisbet
Recidcar Rcpic~cn~aIjvc

Robert. R. Stkkacy
S (fl-ant (ullegi lir()gracIi

Donald ~waim
le,ca.s StaicSn) 1 & Wa~ei

c:ni~vcrvntinBoard

Mark 12. Watson,Jr.
Parks & Wildi)k Ccimm)ssion

tiI I~(O

Diane P. Garcia
CoundI Seurct~try

Coastal Coordination Council
P.O. Box I2I~73 • AtNin, ICsns 7R71 l-2S73 • (512) ‘163-5385 • AX (512)475-O(jI~()

September12, 2002

Mr. Doug Hoover
City of Texas City
P.O. Box 2608
Texas City, TX 77592

Re: U.S.Army Corps of EngineersPermit Application 21979
CMP#: 02-0006-F6

DearMr. Hoover:

Pursuantto Section506.30of 31 TAC ~f the Coastal Coordination Act, the
project referencedabove has beenreviewedfor consistencywith the Texas
CoastalManagementProgram(CM?).

Based on information you have supplied regardingthe project referenced
above,ii. has beendeterminedthat thisprojectis abovetheTexasCommission
on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) thresholds far referral to the Coastal
Coordination Council (CCC). The TCEQ will be solely responsiblefor
determiningtheproject’sconsistencywith the goalsandpolicies of theCMP.
This determinationwill accompanyTCEQ’S Section401 certification for the
permit referencedabove.

Sincerely,

ThomasR. Calnan
ConsistencyReviewCoordinator
TexasGeneralLandOffice

TRC/dac

cc: SharonManzeflaTirpak,CUE
MarkFisher,TCI-(Q
Kristan Claim, GLO PermitServiceCenter
Garry McMahan,01.0 i~ieIdService

C’hai rrflan

P,~i’nutServicvCoNci
I 1~b6R’)4 357l~



APPENDIX H-8

CORRESPONDENCE WITH U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
REGARDING THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES



UnitedStatesDepartmentof theInterior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Division of Ecological Services
17629El CaminoReal#211
Houston, Texas 77058-3051

281/286-8282I (FAX) 281/488-5882

May 4, 2001

Kathy Calnan
PBS&J
206 Wild Basin Road,Suite 300
Austin, Texas 78746

DearMs. Calnan:

This respondsto your March22, 2001 letter requestingthreatenedandendangeredspeciesinformation
for your projectarea. You arepreparinganEnvironmentalImpactStatementfor the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineersfor theproposedShoalPoint ContainerTerminal. The alternativeanalysishasidentified
CedarPoint, SpilmansIsland,AlexanderIsland,Bayport, ShoalPoint and PelicanIslandas sites
needingmorerigorousstudy. Thesesites arein either Harris, Galvestonor Chamberscounties,Texas.

At this time, we areproviding commentsonly on federally listed threatenedandendangeredspecies
issuesassociatedwith the proposedproject. The Servicewill provideany othercommentsand
concernswe mayhavewith the proposedproject during the agenciesreviewperiodof the proposedEIS
andany associatedpermits.

Enclosedis an inventory of speciesof concernfor Harris, Galvestonand Chamberscounties. The
inventory includesspeciesthat areofficially listedasthreatenedor endangeredunderthe Endangered
SpeciesAct as well as candidatespecies,which arecurrentlyunderconsiderationby the U.S. Fishand
Wildlife Servicefor listing as threatenedor endangered,but which arenot yet the subjectof a proposed
rule. Candidatespecieshaveno legal status and receiveno protectionunderthe Act. They are
identified for projectplanningpurposesonly and to alert you to the possibility that theymaybe
proposedfor listing atsome future time.

A review of Service files indicatesthatthe endangeredbrown pelicanPelecanusoccidentalisnests on
Little Pelican Island, a spoil disposalisland locatedto the northwestof PelicanIsland. This island has
beenusedby brownpelicanssince 1992,with approximately100 pairsof brownpelicansnestingon
the islandduring the spring of 2000. This site is alsousedby other colonialnestingwaterbirds. To
avoid disturbingthe brown pelicansandotherbirds,all activity shouldremaina minimumof 1000 feet
away from the nestingareasduring the peaknestingseasonfrom February15 to September1.

If youhaveanyquestionsor if we can be of further ., pleasecontactEdith Erfling
at 281/286-8282.

~

~ ~ e~v~’c~

A~T
LakeESField Office



Calnan, Kathy B

From: Edith_Erf1ing~fws.gov
Sent: Friday, May 11, 2001 9:07 AM
To: kbcalnan~pbsj.com
Subject: T&E Species

secountylistwpd
~ttached is the list for our work area. sorry about not enclos.inq it

with
our letter

edith erflinq

(See attached file: secountylist.wpd)

1



ANGELINA COUNTY
T BALD EAGLE (N) + (W)
E RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER
SOC bog coneflower
SOC Drummond’syellow-eyedgrass
SOC rough-leafyellow-eyedgrass
SOC slender gay-feather
SOC Texasheelsplitter
C LOUISIANA PINE SNAKE

AUSTIN COUNTY
E HOUSTON TOAD
E ATTWATER’S GREATER PRAIRIE-CHICKEN
T BALD EAGLE (M)
BRAZORIA COUNTY
T BALD EAGLE (N)
E BROWN PELICAN (N)
T PIPINGPLOVER (W)
T GREENSEA TURTLE
E KEMP’S RIDLEY SEA TURTLE
T LOGGERHEADSEA TURTLE
SOC Texaswindmill-grass
SOC Texasdiamondbackterrapin
SOC southeasternsnowyplover
SOC reddishegret

CHAMBERS COUNTY
T BALD EAGLE (N)
E BROWNPELICAN
T PIPING PLOVER (W)
T GREEN SEA TURTLE
E KEMP’S RIDLEY SEATURTLE
T LOGGERHEAD SEA TURTLE
SOC Texas windmill-grass
SOC Texasdiamondbackterrapin
SOC southeasternsnowy plover

Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis
Rudbeckiascabrifolia
Xyris drummondii
Xyris scabrifolia
Liatris tenuis
Potamilusainphichaenus
Pituophisinelanoleucusrut/iveni

Bufohoustonensis
Tympanuchuscupidoattwateri
Haliaeetusleucocephalus

Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Pelecanusoccidentalis
Charadrius inelodus
Cheloniarndas
Lepidochelyskernpii
Carettacaretta
Ghloris texensis
Malaclemvsterrapin littoralis
Charadriusalexandrinustenuirostris
Egretta rufescens

Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Pelecanusoccidentalis
Charadriusinelodus
Cheloniarnvdas
Lepidochelyskempii
Carettacaretta
C/doris texensis
Malaclemysterrapin littoralis
Charadriusalexandrinustenuirostris

COUNTY-BY-COUNTY LISTING
LISTED/CANDIDATE SPECIES AND SPECIESOF CONCERN

WITHIN CLEAR LAKE OFFICE AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY
(MARCH 2001)

E = Federallylisted asendangered
T = Federallylisted asthreatened
H = historicaloccurrenceonly
M = migrantonly N = nestingactivity W = winter concentration

= candidatespecies:sufficient informationexiststo supportlisting
*SOC = speciesof concern: further biological informationis neededto resolvetheirconservationstatus

*Specieswhich haveno legal statusand receive no protectionunder theEndangeredSpeciesAct. They are identified for project planning

purposesonly andto alert you to the possibility that they maybe proposedfor listing at somefuture time.



COLORADO COUNTY
E HOUSTONTOAD
E ATT WATER’S GREATER PRAIRIE-CHICKEN
T BALD EAGLE (N) + (W)

FAYETTE COUNTY
T BALD EAGLE (N)

BEND COUNTY
PRAIRIE DAWN
BALD EAGLE (N)

GALVESTON COUNTY
E ATTWATER’S GREATER PRAIRIE-CHICKEN
E BROWN PELICAN
T PIPING PLOVER (W)
T GREEN SEA TURTLE
E KEMP’S RIDLEY SEA TURTLE
T LOGGERHEAD SEA TURTLE
SOC Texaswindmill-grass
SOC Houstonmachaeranthera
SOC Texasdiamondbackterrapin
SOC southeasternsnowyplover
SOC reddish egret

HARDIN COUNTY
E TEXAS TRAILING PHLOX
T BALD EAGLE (M)
E RED-COCKADEDWOODPECKER
SOC white firewheel (= white blanket-flower)
SOC paddlefish
HARRIS COUNTY
E PRAIRIE DAWN
T BALD EAGLE (N) + (W)
SOC Texaswindmill-grass
SOC Houston machaeranthera
HOUSTON COUNTY
T BALD EAGLE (W)
E RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER
C NECHESRIVER ROSE-MALLOW
SOC Texasheelsplitter
JASPER COUNTY
E NAVASOTA LADIES-TRESSES
T BALD EAGLE (N)
E RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER

bog coneflower
Drununond‘s yellow-eyedgrass
rough-leaf yellow-eyedgrass
slender gay-feather
tiny bog-buttons
Texasheelsplitter
paddlefIsh
LOUISIANA PINE SNAKE

Bufohoustonensis
Tympanuchuscupidoatiwateri
Haliaeetusleucocephalus

Haliaeetusleucocephalus

Hnzenoxystexana
Haliaeetusleucocep/zalus

Tyrnpanuchuscupidoattwateri
Pelecanusoccidentalis
Charadriusmelodus
Cheloniamydas
Lepidochelyskempii
Carettacaretta
Chioris texensis
Machaeranthera aurea
Malacleinysterrapin littoralis
Charadriusalexandrinustenuirostris
Egretta rufescens

Phloxnivalisvar. texensis
Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis
Gaillardia aestivalisvar. winkleri
Polyodonspathula

Hymenoxvstexana
Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Chioris texensis
Machaeranthera aurea

Halineetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis
Hibiscusdasycalyx
Potamilusainphichaenus

Spiranthesparksii
Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis
Rudbeckiascabrifolia
Xyri$ druminondii
Xyris scabrifolia
Liatris tenuls
Lachnocaulondigynum
Potainilusamphichaenus
Polyodonspathula
Pituophisinelanoleucusruthveni

FORT
E
T

SOC
SOC
SOC
SOC
SOC
SOC
SOC
C

JEFFERSON COUNTY



E BROWNPELICAN
T GREENSEA TURTLE
E KEMP’S RIDLEY SEA TURTLE
T LOGGERHEADSEA TURTLE
SOC paddlefish

LIBERTY COUNTY
T BALD EAGLE (N)
E RED-COCKADEDWOODPECKER
SOC paddlefish

MATAGORDA COUNTY
T BALD EAGLE (N)
E BROWN PELICAN (N)
T PIPINGPLOVER (W)
T GREEN SEA TURTLE
E KEMP’S RIDLEY SEA TURTLE
T LOGGERHEAD SEA TURTLE
SOC Texasdiamondbackterrapin
SOC Texashornedlizard
SOC southeasternsnowy plover
SOC reddishegret
1\IONTGOMERY COUNTY
T BALD EAGLE (N) + (W)
E RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER
NACOGDOCHES COUNTY (Angelina National Forest only)
T BALD EAGLE (W) (N outsideANF)
E RED-COCKADEDWOODPECKER
C TEXAS GOLDEN GLADECRESS (introduced)
NEWTON COUNTY
T BALD EAGLE (N) + (W)
E RED-COCKADEDWOODPECKER
T LOUISIANA BLACK BEAR (H)
SOC bog coneflower
SOC Drummond’syellow-eyedgrass
SOC rough-leafyellow-eyedgrass
SOC slendergay-feather
SOC tiny bog-buttons
SOC paddlefish
C LOUISIANA PINE SNAKE _____
ORANGE COUNTY
T BALD EAGLE (M)
SOC paddlefish
POLK COUNTY
E TEXAS TRAILING PHLOX
T BALD EAGLE (N) + (W)
E RED-COCKADEDWOODPECKER
SOC paddlefish

SABINE COUNTY
T BALD EAGLE (N) + (~

Pelecaziusoccidentalis
Clielonia inydas
Lepidochelyskernpii
Carettacaretta
Polyodonspat/iula

Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis
Polvodonspathula

Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Pelecanusoccidentalis
Charadriusinelodus
Cheloniamydas
Lepidochelyskempii
Carettacaretta
Malaclernysterrapin littoralis
Phrvnosomacornutuin
Charadriusalexandrinustenuirostris
Egrettarufescens

Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis

Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis
Leavenworthin texana

Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis
lirsus arnericanusluteolus
Rudbeckiascabnfolia
Xvris drurnrnondii
Xyris scabrifolia
Liatris tenuis
Lachnocaulondigynum
Polyodonspathula- Pituophisinelanoleucus

Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Polyodonspathula

Ph/axnivalis var. texensis
Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis
Polvodonsvathula

Halineetusleucocephalus



RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER
LOUISIANA BLACK BEAR (H)
bog coneflower
rough-leafyellow-eyedgrass
slendergay-feather
southernlady’s-slipper
TEXAS GOLDEN GLADECRESS (H)
LOUISIANA PINE SNAKE

AUGUSTINE COUNTY
WHITE BLADDERPOD
BALD EAGLE (N) + (W)
RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER
southernlady’s-slipper
TEXAS GOLDEN GLADECRESS

JACINTO COUNTY
BALD EAGLE (N) + (W)
RED-COCKADEDWOODPECKER

COUNTY (SabineNational Forest only)
BALD EAGLE (N) + (W)
RED-COCKADEDWOODPECKER
LOUISIANA BLACK BEAR (H)

COUNTY
BALD EAGLE (N) + (W)
RED-COCKADEDWOODPECKER
NECHESRIVER ROSE-MALLOW
Texasheelsplitter

COUNTY
TEXASTRAILING PHLOX
BALD EAGLE (N)
RED-COCKADEDWOODPECKER

SOC slendergay-feather
SOC Texasheelsplitter
SOC paddlefish
C LOUISIANA PINE SNAKE
WALKER COUNTY
T BALD EAGLE (N) + (W)
E RED-COCKADEDWOODPECKER

WALLER COUNTY
T BALD EAGLE (M)
SOC Texas(Houston)meadow-rue

WHARTON COUNTY
T BALD EAGLE (N)

Picoidesborealis
Llrsus americanusluteolus
Rudbeckiascabnfolia
Xyris scabnfolia
Liatris tenuis
Cypripediurnkentuckiense
Leavenworthia texana
Pituophis melanoleucusruthveni

Lesquerellapallida
Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis
Gypripediunzkentuckiense
Leavenworthia texana

Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis

Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis
Ursusamericanusluteolus

Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis
Hibiscusdasycalyx
Potarnilusa:nphichaenus

Phloxnivalisvar. texensis
Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis
Liatris tenuis
Potarnilusainphichaenus
Polyodonspathula
Pituophis inelanoleucusruthveni

Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Picoidesborealis

Haliaeetusleucocephalus
Thalictruin texanurn

E
T
SOC
SOC
SOC
SOC
C
C
SAN
E
T
E
SOC
C
SAN
T
E

SHELBY
T
E
T
TRINITY
T
E
C
SOC

TYLER
E
T
E

Haliaeetusleacocephalus



An employee-ownedcompany

22 March2001

Ms. Edith Erfling
U.S.Fishand Wildlife Service
17629El CaminoReal,Ste.21 1
Houston,TX 77058-3051

PBS&JJobNo. 440622

RE: Shoal Point ContainerTerminal Project - Requestfor information on Endangered
and Threatened Species

Dear Ms. Erfling:

PBS&J is in the processof preparingan EnvironmentalImpact Statement(EIS) for the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers(USACE) for the proposed Shoal Point Container
Terminal. As part of the preparationof the EIS, the NEPA processincludes the
considerationof all reasonablealternatives. The alternativeanalysisinitially identified
a study areaof potentialalternativesites (Seeenclosedmap). Within the geographic
outline, six alternatesiteshave beenidentified for more rigorous study. They include
Cedar Point. Spilmans Island, Alexander Island, Bayport, Shoal Point, and Pelican
Island. This includesareasin Harris, GalvestonandChamberscounties.

PBS&J is currently collecting and evaluating environmental data for the study area.
Could you pleasesend a list of the federally-listedspeciesthat you think should be
addressed in the ElS?

Moni DeVora (USFWS) may alsobe a good sourceof information for you regarding
this projectbecauseshe is amemberof the workgroup that is concernedwith Dredged
Material Management(DMM).

Thank you for your time. If you haveany questions,pleasecontactme at (512) 327-
6840,ext. 2259or by email (kbca1nan~pbsj.com).

Regards,

/~/44~~41/il~J
Kathy ‘Z~{lnan, Staff Ecologist

Cc: Cecilia Green (PBS&J)
Martin Arhelger(PBS&J)
Moni DeVora (USFWS)

Enclosure -

206 Wild Basin Road, Suite 300 • Austin, Texas 78746 • Telephone: 512.327.6840 Fax: 512.327.2453 • www.pbsj.com



Note: Bolivar Peninsula was eliminated because the
combined cost of building a bridge to Galveston
Island and dredging new channel is more than
$100000000 (screening criterion).
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CORRESPONDENCE REGARDING AIR QUALITY AND
GENERAL CONFORMITY DETERMINATION



Houston-GalvestonAreaCouncil
P0 Box 22777 • 3555 Timmons • Houston, Texas 77227-2777 • 713/627-3200

November 13, 2001

Colonel LeonardD. Waterworth
CommanderandDistrict Engineer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
GalvestonDistrict
P.O.Box 1229
Galveston,TX 77553-1229

RE: Inclusionof ShoalPoint ContainerTerminal in RegionalMetropolitanTransportationPlan

Dear Colonel Waterworth:

At the requestof U.S. EPA Region6, I am formally communicatingto you that on-road
vehiculartravel associatedwith the proposedShoal Point ContainerTerminal to be locatednear
Texas City, Texas is accountedfor in the region’s currently approvedMTP and associated
conformityanalysis. Vision 2022,the MTP for the Houston-GalvestonRegionwas adoptedby the
TransportationPolicy Council in April 2000andthe associatedconformity analysiswas approved
by Federal Highway Administration in May of 2000.

The analysesconducted in support of the developmentof the MTP did include an
assumptionthat a containerterminal would be in operationat Shoal Point. The conformity
analysiswas performedin 1999 andusedthe latestavailableinformationaboutthe Port’sproposed
truck-relatedoperations. However, the subsequentEIS projectsmoretruck activity thanassumed
in theconformitydetermination.

As comparedto the assumptionsin the currentconformitydetermination,the EIS analysis
of ShoalPoint assumesthat the containerterminalwould an additional 0.3% moretruck trips to
the region by 2007 and0.6%moretruck trips by 2022. As the NOx emissionsestimatecontained
in the MTP conformity analysiswere 10% and 35% lower than the Rate-of-Progress(ROP) SIP

NOx budgetin the years 2007 and 2022,respectively,the additionaltruck trips containedin the
EIS would behighly unlikely to result in emissionsexceedingconformity budgets.

H-GAC’s travel demandanalysesdo not include activity associatedwith the construction
of specific transportationimprovements,as the timing and scope of this activity is not usually
known and is a temporary condition. Should you have any questionsregardingthe analysis
conducted or need further information,pleasecontactme at 713-993-4585or Andy Mullins at713-
993-4587.

Sincerely,

~ ~:

/ /

~
~Alan C. Clark

MPODirector



Colonel Leonard D. Waterworth
November 14, 2001
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cc: Ms. Sharon Tirpak, USArmy Corps of Engineers, Galveston District
Mr. Jahanbakhsh Behnam, US Environmental Protection Agency Region 6
Mr. Andy Mullins, Houston-Galveston Area Council
Mr. Ruben I. Velasquez, P.E., PBS&J



JeffreyA. Saitas,ExecutiveDirector

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCECONSERVATION COMMISSION
ProtectingTexasbyReducingandPreventingPollution

December 21, 2001

ColonelLeonardD. Waterworth
Commander and District Engineer
U.S. Army CorpsofEngineers
Galveston District
P.O.Box 1229
Galveston, TX 77553-1229

Re: Shoal Point Container Terminal — GeneralConformity/StateImplementationPlan(SIP)
Construction Emissions Inventory

Dear Colonel Waterworth:

This letteris in responseto arequestfor emissionsinventoryinformationto assistin theanalysisof
theair quality impactsfrom the proposedconstructionof the ShoalPoint ContainerTerminal in
Texas City. If, as expected,constructionactivity at the Shoal Point ContainerTerminalproject
generates emissions above the de minimis level of 25 tonsperyearof nitrogenoxides(NOr)which
is applicable in the Houstonarea,thenageneralconformitydeterminationfor theprojectmustbe
performedby theArmy Corps of Engineers, as required by the federalCleanAir Act Amendments

of 1990.

Theconstructioninventory is asubcategoryof thebroadercategoryof “areaandnonroadsources”
containedin the applicableSIP. Estimatesof constructionemissionsarebasedon anumberof
assumptions about population growth, economic activity, thephasein of Tier I and Tier II engines,
and cleaner fuels, to namea few, rather than empirically based with thebenefitofperfectknowledge
aboutall the possiblecontributorsof nitrogenoxidesin theHoustonarea.

The 2000 SIP for the Houston/Galvestonnonattainment,approvedin October2001, includesa
constructioninventory of 5.5 tonsper day or 1,512.2tonsper yearfor volatile organiccompound
and32.1 tonsper day or 8,827.5 tonsper yearfor NOR. This inventory is basedin part on the
assumptionthatthemosttechnologicallyadvancedequipment(thatis to saythecleanest)available
wouldbein widespreaduse. Therefore,anyanalysismustat leastdemonstrateit is consistentwith
this assumption.

P.O. Box 13087 • Austin, Texas78711-3087 • 512/239-1000 • Internetaddress:www.tnrcc.state.tx.us
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ColonelWaterworth
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Pleaselet BruceUphausof my staffknow if you needanythingfurtherfrom uson thismatter. He
canbereachedat (512) 239-4528.

Sincerely,

Jef)’ey~‘~&t7P.E., ExecutiveDirector
1~xas~TaturalResourceConservationCommission.

cc: Ms. Sharon Tirpak, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Galveston District

Mr. Jahanbakhsh Behnam, U.S. Environmental ProtectionAgencyRegion6
Mr. Ruben I. Velasquez,P.E., Post,Buckley,Schun& Jemigan
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August 30, 2002

Mr. Jeffrey A. Saitas, P.R
ExecutiveDirector
TexasNaturalResourceConservationCommission
P.O. Box 13087
Austin. TX 78711-3087

Re: TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED SHOAL POINT
CONTAINER TERMINAL ____________

Dear Mr. Saitas:

Pursuant to yourcommentletter datedMarch 18, 2002 to Ms. SharonManzellaTirpak,
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,regardingthe Environmental Impact Study of the
referencedproject,we arepleasedto respond as follows:

1. The ShoalPointContainerTemiinal projectsponsors(City ofTexasCity) andthe
investors(TexasCity InternationalTerminal)wilt maximizeshorepowerelectric
dredgeduring the constructionof the project and utilize dieselgeneratorpower
dredgeonly as necessaryand only betweenthe October

31
1u to April ~ time

frameof eachyear.

2. The project sponsorswill require the usc of tow NOx emissionstechnologyon
landbaseddieselconstructionequipment.Constructioncontractsgoverningwork
occurring in calendar year 2005 and beyond will include language to require Tier
2/Tier 3 diesel equipment and add-onNox control technologies,or morestringent
requirements that might he in place at the time of construction. Contract
documentswill require contractors to apply for the SB5 grant (or equivalent) to
modify or purchase diesel equipment with low NOx diesel emissionstechnology.
Compliance with this requirementand/or efforts to seekother funding for this
purpose andlor efforts to reduce NOx emissions by other technologies or
methodologies will be used as evaluation criteria in selectingcontractors.

3. ~l’hcproject sponsorswill direct through language contained in leaseagreements
or othercontractualdocuments,all owners, tenantsandloroperatorsof theShoal
Point facilities to exerciseBest ManagementPracticesrelativeto complying with

“QPS - Quality Public Service”

II~OI- 9th Avenue Niaih • ~-‘.0r)t~iw’r 260K • Textis City, ftxa~ 775922608 a Phone (409) 643-59(12• FAX (409) 949 3090
E-MAIL: tutlyor.Lx(s~texascoy lx org http://www,lexus-ciiv-~xoig
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Mr. JeffreyA. Saitas,P.E.
August28, 2002 . _________ _____________________

the National Air Quality Standardsand implementing the latest NOx control
technologies. Attachment“1” is a list of BMP’s proposed for implementation by
TC1T. Additional BMP’s mayhe consideredand implementedin thet~iture.

If you haveanyquestionsor comments,pleasefeel free to contactmy office.

Sincerely,

CL~et~

cc: Ms. Sharon ManzcUa Lirp~ik
ProjccL Manner
IJ.S. Army Curpaof Enginccrs
P.O. Box 1229
Galve.cinn, j~)( 77553-1229

Mr. Wi~liurn1.. Allen.P.E.. S.L~.
IJL3RGEWABAM Fn~ineers.Inc.
33301 Ninth Avenu’ South,Suite300

Ftalcral Way. WA 98003-2600

Mr. Alex P~:knian
SSof A
Texas City Iniernittiunal T~IThifl3l
935 . 5I1~AvenueNorth
TexasCity. f)~17590

Mr. l)ouglas l4ouver
I:501i1 jv~1)itcclorof ManagernerOS~ivicc~
City ufTexr~sCity
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Attachment1

TEXAS CITY INTERNATIONAL TERMINAL
SHOAL POINT

Texas City, Texas
Air Quality BestManagementPractices

1. VesselspeedsenteringtheTexasCity Ship Channelwill be less than10 knots.
2. Vesselswill shutdownmain propulsionengineswhile at berth(unlessnecessary

to maintain maneuverability or to comply with CoastGuardor otheragency
requirements).

3. Vesselwill minimize theuseofalternativeengineswhile at berth.
4. Vesselauxiliary engineswill usereformulateddieselfuel.
5. Tugboatsassistingvesselswill beequippedwith enginesthat meetorexceedIJS

EPA Tier 11 standardsfor “New MarineCompressionIgnitedEnginesat orabove
>37kW” unlesssuchtugs areunavailableor impracticable.

6. Idling time for bothvesselsand terminal vehicles,including trucks picking tip or
deliveringcontainerswill be minimized. This will beaccomplishedby
minimizing the turnaround time for pick up anddeliveryofcontainers.

7. Usethecleanestfuel availablein all terminalvehicles.
8. Utilize electricdriventerminalvehiclesandcargohandlingequipmentwhere

possible.
9. Utilize vehicles andequipmentequippedwith alternativefueledengines.
10. Continue to researchfor emerging technologies andmethodologiesfor reducing

NOx emissions.
II. Requireall subcontractorsoperatingat theterminalto comply with these

prai~ticcs.
12. AchieveISO 14001 InternationalStandardolEnvironmentalManagement.
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‘ThobertJ. Hustori,Chairman
R. ~, “Ralph” Marquez, Corninissioner

Kathleen HartnettWhite,Commissioner
JeffreyA. Saitas,ExecutiveDirector

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCECONSERVATiON COMMISSION
ProtectingTexasbyReducingandPrevent/pgPollution

September9, 2002

Ms. SharonManzellaTirpak
GalvestonDistrict . . -

U.S.ArmyCorpsof Engineers
P.Od3ox 1229 -

Galveston, TX 77553-1229

Re: Conditional General Conformity Certification for Proposed Sl~oalPoint Container
Terminal -

Dear Ms. Tirpak:

Overthepastseveralmonths,theTexasCommissionon Environmental Quality (TCEQ) hasbeen
workingwith projectsponsors,local government,andvariousconsultantsto addresstheissuesand
concernsarisingfromtheDraft EnvironmentalImpactStatement,detailedin ourletterto you, dated
March 18, 2002. Basedupon newinformationandcommitments,theTCEQ cannowprovidea
conditionalagreementwith theDraft GeneralConformityDeterminationpublishedbytheU.S.Army
CorpsofEngineersin January2002.

In TCEQ’sreviewofthis project,weconsideredthe ratioof anticipatedpeakannualconstruction
andoperatingemissions to total existing countyemissions andcommitmentsmadebytheproject
sponsors(City of TexasCity) andtheinvestors(TexasCity InternationalTerminal),outlined in a
letter fromTexasCity MayorCarlosGarza,datedAugust30, 2002,to:

Maximize shorepowerelectric dredgeduringthe constructionof theprojectand utilize
dieselgeneratorpowerdredgeonly asnecessaryandonlybetweenOctober3155toApril 1’~
time frameof eachyear;

Includelanguagein constructioncontractdocumentsto requirecontractorsto applyfor the
SB5grant(orequivalent)towardsthe useof low nitrogenoxide (~O~)dieselequipment;
Includelanguageinconstructioncontractsgoverningwork incalenderyear2005andbeyond
to requireTier 2/Tier 3 dieselequipmentand add-onNOx control technologies,or more
stringentrequirementsthatmightbe in placeatthetime ofconstruction;and
Directthroughlanguagecontainedin leaseagreementsand/orothercontractualdocuments,
all owners,tenantsaridloroperatorsoftheproposedfacilities to exerciseBestManagement
Practices(BMPs) relativeto complyingwith theNationalAmbient Air Quality Standards.
As astartpoint; owners,tenantsand/oroperatorswill utilize thedraftworkinglist of BMPs
developedby projectproponents.

P.O. Box 13087 G Austin~Texas78711-3087 ~ 512/239-1000 ~ Internetaddress;Www.tnrcc.state~us
or r ~:I,~t pop~r ~ yh~~dnl~
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Ms. SharonManzellaTirpak
Page2

Based upon all of these factors, the TCEQ certifies pursuant to 30 Tex. Admin. Code
101.3C)(Fi)(l)(E)(i)(L) andfederal law’ that constructionemissionsfrom the proposed.project are
accountedfor in the applicable StateImplementationPlan. This certification is basedupon
information p~ovided to date and is conditional upon the completion of a Final Environmental
ImpactStatementthatdoes not contain changes to air emissionsestimatesorothersectionsproviding
thebasisfor thiscertification. --

If you requirefurtherassistanceon thismatter,pleasecontactEveHou of my staffat (512) 239-
5838. Thankyoufor yourcooperation. -

Sincerely, -

- - Jeft~y . - as~l~Executive Director
Texas o issionon EnvironmentalQuality

r,



Robert J. Huston, Chairman

R. B. ‘Ralph Marquez,Commisswner
~ ~fr-,

Kathleen HartnettWhite, Commissioner ‘ ~

JeffreyA. Saitas,ExecutiveDirector

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCECONSERVATIONCOMMISSION
ProtectingTexasby ReducingandPreventingPollution

September16, 2002

Ms. Sharon Manzella Tirpak
GalvestonDistrict
U.S.ArmyCorpsof Engineers -

P.O.Box1229
Galveston,TX 77553-1229

Re: EPA’s Detailed Commentson theDraft Environmental Impact Statementfor City of
TexasCity’s ProposedShoalPoint Container Terminal

Dear Ms. Tirpak:

At your request,the Texas Commissionon EnvironmentalQuality (TCEQ) is. respondingto
commentsmadeby theEnvironmentalProtectionAgency(EPA) in its DetailedCommentson the
ProposedShoalPointContainerTerminalDraftEnvironmentalImpactStatement(DEIS). TheEPA
expressedconcernsregardingthelevel ofoperationalemissionsthatwill occurin thefuturedueto
theconstructionofboththeShoalPointandBayportContainerTerminalprojects.Specifically,the
EPA requiresverification that theseproposedprojectsareconsistentwith theHouston/Galveston
NonattainmentArea(HGA) StateImplementationPlan(SIP).

TheTCEQconfirmsthatsecondaryemissionsresultingfrom growthin theregionexpectedto occur
as aresultofbothproposedprojectshavebeenaccountedforin theHGA SIP. Theseemissionsare
inventoriedin the vesselemissionsinventory,non-roadmobile emissioninventory,and mobile
emissionsinventory.

The December2000 HGA SIP contains a thorough Houston/Galveston areavessel emissions
inventory(seehttp://www.tnrcc. state.tx.us/oprd/rule_lib/hga-appc.zip).This inventoryincludeda -

5%peryearnitrogenoxide(NOr) emissionsgrowthfrom containerships,dueto anear-doublingof
shipcallsfrom 579in 1997to 1,029in 2007. This5% growthrateconcurswith astudycited in the
proponent’sDEIS that estimatedtherateof growthin demandfor containerfacilities to beon the
orderof 4-6%peryearbetween1998and2028. The SIPthereforetakes‘into accountgrowthof
vesselemissionsfrom increasedcontainertraffic to themagnitudethatdemandcansupport.

Mostoftheon-shoreemissionsatcontainerterminalsareinventoriedasnon-roadmobileemissions
in theSIP. The December2000HGA SIP emissionsinventoryincorporatedtheresultsofa very
detailedsurveyofemissionsfrom constructionequipmentusedat port facilities (suchascranes,
forklifts etc). Althoughgrowthoftheseemissionsis notaccountedforonaproject-by-projectbasis,
emissionsfrom totalnon-roadmobile sources,includingportfacilities, weregrownto 2007levels
in the SIP.

P.O. Box 13087 ~ Austin, Texas78711-3087 512/239-1000 • Internetaddress:www.tnrccstate.tx.us
rrnted on r~-~...-kJpaper n~ngsot--based ok
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Modelersfrom theHouston-GalvestonAreaCouncil (H-GAC)haveverifiedthatsecondarygrowth
in truck traffic due to the operation of the proposedcontainer facilities at Shoal Point andBayport
wascapturedin theTravelDemandForecastModel,producedby theH-GAC. DatafromtheTravel
DemandForecastModel wasthenusedasaninputby theTCEQto constructtheMobileEmissions
Inventorywhich was incorporatedinto theDecember2000HGA SIP. The H-GAC continuesto
updateon-roadmobile emissionsrelatedto theseprojects,however,recentadjustmentsarenot
significantat theregionallevel.

TheTCEQwill continueto monitorthe developmentofbothports to ensurethatemissionsdo not
exceedlevelsalreadyaccountedfor in theSIP. If constructionemissionsanddredgingemissions
for this project significantly exceedthe amount represented in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement(FEIS),a newconformitydeterminationmaybe requiredpursuantto 30 Tex.Admin.
Code 101.30(g)(3).

Finally, theEPA expressedtheneedfor theprojectsponsorsto ensurethat mitigationmeasures
contemplatedunderSenateBill 5 (SB5)will be implemented regardlessof the sourceof funding.
TheTCEQconcurswith thisrequirement.Intheeventthat SB5failsto procuresufficientfunding,
theTCEQexpectstheprojectsponsorsto showequivalentreductionsto thoseincorporatedin the
DEIS either through NO~reduction technologiespurchasedwith other funding sourcesor by other
approvedmeans.

Wehopethesecommentsprovidethenecessaryclarificationfor youto moveforwardindeveloping
your FEIS for TexasCity’s proposedShoal Point Container Terminal.

Sincerely,

RandolphWood,DeputyDirector
Officeof EnvironmentalPolicy,Analysis,andAssessment
TexasCommissiononEnvironmentalQuality

cc: Ruben I. Velasquez, P.E., PBS&J
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August 29, 2001
An employee-owned company

AtVn: Mr. Bryan Guevin
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
2000 Fort Point Road
Galveston, Texas 77550

RE: Interim letterreportof resultsfrom acultural resources remote-sensing surveyof the City of
Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal; PBS&J Project Number 440622.00.
TexasAntiquities Permit No. 2560.

Dear Mr. Guevin:

PBS&J recently completed a remote-sensing survey for the above-referenced project in
Galveston Bay. The majority of fieldwork was conducted during the months of April and May 2001.
Additional fieldwork was conducted in early August. The remote-sensing survey covered
approximately 4500 acres of bay bottom including the proposed berthing areas, turning basin,
beneficial use sites and the margins of the Texas City Channel seaward of the proposed turning basin.
The survey also included large areas that will not be impacted by the proposed undertaking, including
an area adjacent Dollar Point, additional areas (outside of the proposed beneficial use sites) adjacent
both Shoal Point and the west side of Pelican Island, and an area north of Shoal Point on the north side
of the Texas City Channel. The purpose of the expanded survey areas was to allow room for moving
design footprints around to avoid environmental constraints as much as possible.

Instrumentation used for the survey included a Geometrics G881 cesium magnetometer, a
Coda DA75 side-scan sonar data acquisition computer interfaced with an Edgetech DF1000, 500-kHz
towfish, an Odom Hydrotrac echo-sounder, and a Satloc differentially corrected Global Positioning
System (GPS). The survey was conducted along parallel transects spaced 100 feet (ft) (30 meters [ml)
apart. The side-scan sonar was set to image the bottom for a distance of 82 ft (25 m) to either side of
the survey path.

RESULTS

A total of eight remote-sensing targets having potential cultural significance (Table 1) were
interpreted from the large number of magnetic anomalies and side-scan sonar targets recorded by the
remote-sensing survey. Table 1 provides coordinates for the center of each recommended target in
both Texas State Plane (SP) and Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) systems. State Plane
coordinates (Texas South Central Zone) are based on the 1983 North American Datum (NAD83) and
are expressed in feet. UTM coordinates (Zone 15N) are based on the 1984 World Geodetic System
datum and are expressed in meters. The aerial extent of each target corresponds to a circle of the
radius specified in Table 1 and centered on the coordinates provided. The Texas Historical
Commission requires that potentially significant targets be avoided by at least 50 meters (164
feet) from their edge.

206 Wi’d Basin Road, Suite 300 • Austin, Texas 78746 • Telephone: 512327.6840 • Fax: 512.327.2453 • www.pbsj.com
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The eight remote-sensing targets listed in Table 1 share characteristics with remote-sensing
signatures of documented submerged watercraft. This list includes 5 targets (SP1 -5P5) in the Shoal
Point survey area, I target in the Pelican Island survey area, and 2 targets along the northern margin of
the Texas City Channel. Only three of the total eight remote-sensing targets (SP2, P11 and TCC1)
would be potentially affected by the proposed undertaking as described below.

TABLE I
TARGETS RECOMMENDED FOR AVOIDANCE OR FURTHER INVESTIGATION

REMOTE- CENTER POINT CENTER POINT RADIUS CENTER CENTER RADIUS
SENSING NAD83 SP NAD83 SP (ft) POINT UTM POINT UTM (m)
TARGET EAST (ft) NORTH (ft) EAST (m) NORTH (m)

SP1 3278756.8 13697939.4 105 316908.4 3248269.6 32
SP2 3283872.4 13698668.6 117 318477.2 3248411.6 36
SP3 3290270.3 13705589.0 128 320533.2 3250418.4 39
5P4 3288002.2 13706819.9 83 319862.0 3250828.6 25
SP5 3287622.7 13706863.1 159 319747.1 3250847.7 48
P11 3297184.9 13694617.4 144 322466.7 3246970.1 44

TCCI 3303884.0 13702287.0 118 324626.1 3249200.2 36
TCC2 3283776.0 13709028.0 30 318609.9 3251566.9 9

Anomaly SP2 falls beneath the proposed southwestern levee of the southernmost Shoal Point
beneficial use area. Anomaly P11 falls beneath the proposed western levee of the Pelican Island
beneficial use area. Dredging would not impact either target, rather both would be buried by the
overburden of the levees. There is a potential that significant cultural resources, should they be
present, would be impacted by construction of the levees.

Anomaly TCC1 is located from 100 to 200 feet north of the northern channel toe at an
elevation of —15 to —20 feet MLT. The existing channel top-of-slope at this location is estimated to be
nearly 200 feet north of the toe at an elevation of approximately —15 feet MLT based upon existing
channel cross-sections. Slumping may already have impacted anomaly TCC1, since it is located
below the present top-of-slope. The proposed deepening may shift the top of slope an additional 25
feet northward, potentially causing the source of Anomaly TCCI to slump further into the channel. No
other potentially significant underwater sites are known or suspected in the vicinity of the proposed
undertaking.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

PBS&J has completed the analysis of all magnetometer and side-scan sonar data from this
project. Preparation of a draft technical report of findings is ongoing. Magnetic contour illustrations are
planned for the technical report. PBS&J recommends that eight remote-sensing targets (SP1-SP5, P11
and TCC1-TCC2; Table 1) be avoided by bottom disturbing activities due to the possibility that they
may represent significant archaeological sites. All but three of those targets (5P2, P11 and TCC1)
would be unaffected by the proposed undertaking as presently designed; however, all eight should be
avoided in the event of future redesigns of the project impact areas.
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PBS&J recommends that any target which could be adversely impacted by this project either
be avoided by redesigning the project or be investigated further to determine whether a significant
cultural resource is present. Further investigation typically involves an underwater assessment of a
target by a qualified archaeological diver. A potential alternative to diving involves conducting a close -

order remote-sensing survey of a target. A close-order survey would collect data at a higher resolution
than the original survey in order to better define the physical characteristics of a target. A close-order
survey would determinewhich targets, if any, require diver investigations to assess historic significance
and which appear associated with compact ferrous sources (debris). Diving might still be required on a
target following close-order survey; however, it also is possible that the results of such a survey would
provide evidence to support changing an original recommendation to one of no significance.

Instrumentation recommended for a close-order survey should include a cesium
magnetometer, a 500-kHz side-scan sonar and a differentially corrected GPS. A maximum line
spacing of 33 ft (10 m) is recommended for such a survey. Closer line spacing is encouraged for the
magnetometer if weather conditions permit, but it is not considered essential to the outcome of the
survey. Collection of magnetometer data on crossing lines is encouraged to increase the resolution of
the survey. Magnetic data should be contoured for analysis and illustration purposes. The side-scan
survey should provide the maximum resolution (lowest range setting) possible with the system used,
while ensuring a 50-percent overlap of adjoining sonar swaths.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 512-329-8342, extension 2028 or
by email at blgearhart~pbsi.com.

Sincerely,

~%~/~ ~

Robert L. Gearhart II
Principal Investigator
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An eoiployee-owned company

25 May 2001

City of Galveston
MonicaFranke,Dii-. of Planning
P.O. Box 799
Galveston,TX77553-0779

Re: Shoal Point ContainerTerminal EnvironmentalImpactStatement CumulativeImpacts

DearMs. Franke:

PBS&J is assistingthe U.S. Army Corps of Engineers(USACE), Galveston District, with

preparationof anEnvironmentalImpactStatement(EIS)on theCity of TexasCity’s proposedShoal
Point ContainerTerminal in Texas City. The EIS will include a discussionof the potential
cumulativeeffectsof the project.Cumulativeeffectsinvolvethe incrementalimpactof theactionon
the environmentwhenaddedto otherpast,present,andreasonablyforeseeablefuture actions.
In orderto address the potentialcumulativeeffectsassociatedwith constructionandOperationolthe
proposedShoal Point ContainerTerminal in the EIS, PBS&J is requestinginformation from your
agencyor organizationthatmayassistusin identifyingspecific plannedor permittedactivitiesin the
vicinity of the Shoal Point site. The attachedmap indicatesthe Area of Influencethat has been
identified for the cumulativeeffects assessment.The Year 2025 will be used as the planning
horizon. Plannedor permitted activities may include, hut are not limited to, residential or
commercial developments,industrial expansions, transportation projects, pipeline projects,
transmissionline projects, power plants, wastewaterfacilities, ports, terminals, or other boat
storage/dockingfacilities.

If you haveinformationregardingplannedactivitiesin the Areaof Influence,pleaseprovidePBS&J
with anyavailabledetails,including the nameof theproject,the addressor approximatelocationof
the projectsite, the nameandaddressof theprojectproponent/applicant,a generaldescriptionof the
proposedactivity, the approximatesize of the proposedproject,information regardinganypermit
applicationor environmentaldocumentationfor theproject,etc. If possible,pleasepinpointthe site
on the attachedAreaof Influencemapandreturnto PBS&J at the addressor fax numberindicated
below.

Pleasesendany information you canprovide to PBS&J in the any of the following ways: c—mail
address- crgreen@pbsj.com;fax number- (512)327-2453;or mailing address- PBS&J,206 Wild
Basin Rd., Suite300,Austin, Texas78746-3343.In order to ensurethatyour inlormationreaches
the appropriatepersonat PBS&J,pleasebe sureto addressthe mailedor faxed inlormation to the
attentionof CeciliaGreen,PBS&JProjectManager.

In order to incorporatethis informationinto the Draft EIS, we arerequestingthat you respondby

206 Wild Basin Road, Suite 300 • Austin, Texas 78746 • Telephone: 512.327.6840 • Fax: 512.327.2453 • www.pbsj.com



June8, 2001. Wegreatlyappreciateyourattentionto thismatter. If youneedadditional information
or haveanyquestionsaboutthis request,pleasefeel free to contactCeciliaGreenat (512)329-8342
ext. 9628. Thankyou for anyassistanceyou are ableto provide.

a Green
ProjectManager

Cc: SharonTirpak, U.S. Army Corpsof Engineers
DouglasHoover,City of TexasCity

Sine

Enclosure
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LETTER FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
REGARDING COMMENTS ON DRAFT

DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN
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United StatesDepartmentof theInterior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Division of EcologicalServices
17629 El Camino Real, Suite #211

Houston, Texas 77058-3051
281/286-82821 (FAX) 281/488-5882

July10, 2001

Mr. Chris Cornell
Project Engineer BERGER /ABAM
Berger/Abam EngineersInc
33301 Ninth Avenue South JUL 1 62go~
FederalWay, WA 98003-6395

RECEIVED

Dear Mr. Cornell:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)hasreviewedthe first draftof the DredgeMaterial
ManagementPlan (DMMP) for the ShoalPointContainer Terminal located in TexasCity, Galveston
County, Texas.

The Serviceis concernedwith possibleimpacts to fish and wildlife and their habitat causedby dredging
and fill activities associatedwith the construction of the proposedproject. Outlined below according to
sectionnumber in the draft DMMP are our commentsand suggestions.

4.6 Oyster Survey

All oysterreefs should be avoided. If reefscannot be avoided,thenmitigation shouldbe conducted
usingPowell’s’ “The StatusandLong-Term Trendsof OysterReefsin GalvestonBay, Texas”(enclosed)
as a guidelinefor oyster placementandreefmanagement. In addition, oysterswithin 1000feetof the
proposedbeneficial usesitesmay be damageddue to siltation and mud flows. The degreeof impact will
dependon sedimenttypeand the useofwater control structures along theBUS levees.

6.4 Beneficial usesites(BUS)

It is very important to maintain a sufficient amountof openwater within the sitesto replicate natural
marshfunctions. The currentBU sitesconstructedas part of the Houston Ship Channel project are
problematic due to poor circulation of water throughout the created marshes. Circulation canbe
establishedby; 1) keepingthe sitessmall and creatingmore edge(under 200 acresin Size), 2) creating
openwater channels,3) protecting or creating marsh and circulation channelsat existingshorelines; i.e,
constructing the site slightly “offshore”. ..

1Eric N. Powell, JunggeunSong,Matthew S. Ellis, and Elizabeth A. Wilson-Ormond. The Status
and Long-Term Trends of Oyster Reefsin GalvestonBay, Texas. JournalofShellfishResearch,Vol. 14,
No2, 439-457.1995.
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Mr. ChrisCornell Page2
Project Engineer
DMMP first draft
July 10, 2001

6.4.1. SwanLake

The Servicerecommendsswanlake restoration be completedin Phase1. A more detailedplan should be
submitted for the construction of marsh within swanlake. Theexisting marsh habitat aswell asthe
small shell islands locatedalongthe eastedgeshouldnot be adverselyimpacted.

Part D- Beneficial UseSites
1. Goalsand Objectives

An interagencymeeting to discussthe proposedDMMP plan wasattendedon June 25,2001 by the
TexasParks and Wildlife Department(TPWD), National Marine FisheriesService(NMFS), and USFWS.
The goalsandobjectiveswere reviewedby the agencies,arid severalchangeswere discussed.The
agenciesare continuing to review the goalsand objectionsofthe BUS and will provide detailed
commentsat a later date.

Thebeneficial usesites must be successfullymanagedandmaintained throughout the life ofthe project.

Thank you for the opportunity to commentonthe first draft for the DredgeMaterial ManagementPlan
for the Shoal PointContainer Terminal. If you needany additional information, pleasecontact meor
Mon DeVora at 281/286-8282. /

s~~7

Cai~losH. Mendoza
.~ Prøject Leader, Clear LakeES Field Office

cc:
U.S.Army Corps of Engineers,Sharon Tirpak, GalvestonTX
PBS&J, Cecilia Green, Paul Jensen,Austin, TX

TOTPL P.~3
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(e.g.,permittingelectronicsubmission
of responses).

BurdenStatement:Theestimated
burdenfor PublicNotification is
approximately:51,449 responsesper
year;748,811 hoursperyear;and$4.035
million peryearof total cost.

Burdenmeansthe total time, effort, or
financial resourcesexpendedby persons
to generate,maintain,retain,or disclose
or provideinformationto or for a
Federalagency.This includesthetime
neededto reviewinstructions;develop,
acquire,install, andutilize technology
andsystemsfor thepurposesof
collecting,validating, andverifying
information,processingand
maintaininginformation,anddisclosing
andprovidinginformation; adjustthe
existingwaysto comply with any
previouslyapplicableinstructionsand
requirements;trainpersonnelto be able
to respondto acollectionof
information;searchdatasources;
completeandreviewthe collectionof
information;andtransmitor otherwise
disclosethe information.Any
recommendationsfrom thedrinking
watercommunityandthegeneralpublic
on this issuewill begivenconsideration
by theAgency.

Dated:December21, 2001.
William R.Diamond,
Director, DrinkingWaterProtectionDivision.
[FR Doc. 02—222Filed 1—3—02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50—P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[FRL-.71 25—9]

Environmental Laboratory Advisory
Board (ELAB), Nominees, Meeting
Dates, and Agenda

AGENCY: EnvironmentalProtection
Agency.
ACTION: Notice, correction.

suMMARy: The EnvironmentalProtection
Agencypublished a documentin the
FederalRegister onNovember9, 2001
(66FR 56675).TheDateof theELAB
meetinghasbeenchanged.The
EnvironmentalProtectionAgency(EPA)
is soliciting nomineesto serveonthe
EnvironmentalLaboratoryAdvisory
Board(ELAB). Nomineesarebeing
soughtto fill vacanciesin thefollowing
category:FieldTesting.Termsof service
will commenceuponselectionand
terminateon July 27, 2003.Application
formsmustbe submittedto provide
informationon experience,abilities,
stakeholderinterest,organizational
description,andreferences.A copyof

theapplicationform canbeobtainedon
theInternet(seeaddressbelow).

Thedatefor theEnvironmental
LaboratoryAdvisory Boardof Directors
meetinghasbeenchangedto 3 PM to 6
PM onDecember4, 2001 andthe
meetingsscheduledon December6 and
7 havebeencanceled.The ELAB
meetingwill beheldat theCrystal
GatewayMarriottat 1700Jefferson
DavisHighway,Arlington VA. At this
meetingtheELAB boardwill discuss
issues,ideas,andopinionspreviously
submittedandtime permitting,will take
commentsandquestionsfromthe
public.ELAB is soliciting input from
thepublic onissuesrelatedto the
NELAC environmentallaboratory
accreditationprogramandNELAC
standards.Theagendaof theELAB
December4 meetingwill bebasedon
inputgatheredfrom writtencomments
aswell as areviewof recommendations
andactivitiesfrom earlierBoard
meetings.

Written commentson NELAC
laboratoryaccreditationandstandards
areencouragedandshouldbesentto
EdwardKantorDF0, P0Box 93478,Las
VegasNV 89193,or canbefaxedto
(702) 798—2261or E-mailedto
kantor.edward@epa.gov.ELAB nominee
applicationscanbefound athttp://
www.epa.gov/ttnlnelac/arcmisc.html
andshouldbemailed, faxed,or E-
mailedto theaddressespreviously
given.
h ttp:/Iwww.epa.govlttn/nelac/
orcmisc.html

Dated:November8, 2001.
JohnG. Lyon,
Director.EnvironmentalSciencesDivision,
NationalEnvironmentalResearchLaboratory.
[FRDoc.02—221Filed 1—3—02; 8:45 aml
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[ER—FRL—6625—2]

Environmental Impact Statements;
Notice of Availability

ResponsibleAgency:Office of Federal
Activities, GeneralInformation(202)
564—7167or www.epa.gov/oeca/ofo.
WeeklyreceiptofEnvironmentalImpact
StatementsFiledDecember24, 2001
ThroughDecember28, 2001
Pursuantto 40 CFR 1506.9.
EISNo. 010538,Final ETS,FIIW, WI,

County HighwayJ/WIS 164 (1—94 to
County E) CorridorImprovements
Project,Funding,City of Pewaukee,
Villages of PewaukeeandSussex,
Townsof Lisbon,Richfield andPolk,
WaukeshaandWashingtonCounties,

WI, WaltPeriodEnds:January28,
2002,Contact:RichardMadzak(608)
829—7510.
TheaboveFHW EIS shouldhave

appearedin theDecember28, 2001
FederalRegister.The 30-dayWait
Periodis Calculatedfrom December28,
2001.
EISNo. 010539,Final EIS, COE, CA,

White SloughFlood ControlStudy,
Tidal CirculationImprovementsand
Section205 ProgramAuthorities
Continuation,Vallejo Sanitationand
Flood ControlDistrict, City of Vallejo,
SolanoCounty,CA, Wait PeriodEnds:
January28, 2002, Contact:Tamara
Terry(415) 977—8545.
The aboveCOE EIS shouldhave

appearedin theDecember28, 2001
FederalRegister.The30-dayWait
Periodis CalculatedfromDecember28,
2001.
ETSNo. 010540,Draft ETS,FTA, AZ,

CentralPhoenix/EastValleyLight Rail
TransitCorridor, Construction,
OperationandMaintenance,Funding,
Cities of Phoenix,TempeandMesa,
MaricopaCounty,AZ, Comment
PeriodEnds:February19, 2002,
Contact:Hymie Luden(415)744—
3115.

ELSNo. 010541,Draft ETS, COE, TX,
TexasCity’s ProposedShoalPoint
ContainerTerminalProject,
ContainerizedCargoGateway
Development,US ArmyCOE Section
404 and10 PermitsIssuance,Dredged
MaterialPlacementArea(DMPA),
City ofTexas,GalvestonCounty,TX,
CommentPeriodEnds:February19,
2002,Contact:SharonManellaTirpak
(409)766—3931.

EISNo. 010542,Draft SupplementETS,
AFS,MT, Clancy-Unionville
VegetationManipulationandTravel
ManagementProject,Updatedand
NewInformation concerning
CumulativeEffectsandIntroduction
of AlternativeF, Clancy-Unionville
ImplementationArea,Helena
NationalForest,HelenaRanger
District,LewisandClarkandJefferson
Counties,MT, CommentPeriodEnds:
February19, 2002,Contact:Jerry
Meyer (406) 449—5201.

EISNo. 010543,Final ETS,NOA, CA,
GoatCanyonEnhancementProject,
SedimentBasins,StagingAreaand
Visual ScreeningBermEstablishment,
TijuanaRiverNationalEstuarine
ResearchReserve(TRNERR),Imperial
Beach,City andCountyof SanDiego,
CA, Wait PeriodEnds:February04,
2002, Contact:Nina Garfield(301)
563—1171.

ETSNo. 010544,Final EIS, USA,CA,
OaklandArmyBaseDisposaland
ReusePlan, Implementation,City of
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Oakland,AlamedaCounty,CA, Wait
PeriodEnds:February04, 2002,
Contact:TheresaPersickArnold (703)
697—0216.
Dated:December31, 2001.

AnneNortonMiller,
Director, OfficeofFederalActivities.
[FRDoc.02—227Filed 1—3—02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560—50—P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY
[ER—FRL—6625—3]

Environmental Impact Statements and
Regulations; Availability of EPA
Comments

Availability of EPA comments
preparedpursuantto theEnvironmental
ReviewProcess(ERP),underSection
309of theCleanAir Act andSection
102(2)(c)of theNationalEnvironmental
Policy Actasamended.Requestsfor
copiesof EPA commentscanbe directed
to theOffice ofFederalActivities at
(202) 564—7167.

An explanationof theratingsassigned
to draftenvironmentalimpact
statements(EISs)waspublishedin FR
datedMay 18, 2001(66FR 27647).

Draft EISs

ERPNo. D—BIA—K39071—00Rating
EC2,TruckeeRiverWaterQuality
SettlementAgreementandFederal
WaterRight Acquisition,
Implementation,TruckeeRiver, Placer
County,CA andWashoe,Storeyand
LyonCounties,NV.

Summary:EPA recognizedthe WQSA
signatorieswork to permanently
improveTruckeeRiverwaterquality
andreduceviolationsof waterquality
standards.EPA encouragedthemto
continueto work with us in achieving
full compliancewith waterquality
standards.EPA expressedconcernswith
alternatives,monitoringandmitigation,
andcumulativeimpacts.

ERPNo. D—BLM—K40248—AZ Rating
EC2,DiamondBarRoadImprovement
Project,RoadPavementand
Realignmentof sectionsthrough
GrapevineWash,Right-of-WayPermits
Issuance,MohaveCounty,AZ.

Summary:EPA expressed
environmentalconcernswith potential
cumulativeimpacts,particularly,those
from reasonablyforeseeable
developmentscenarios.EPA suggested
thatalternativesfurtherminimize
adverseimpactsto vegetation,wildlife
andculturalresources.

ERPNo. D-COE—D36179—WVRating
E02,MarlingtonLocal Flood Protection,
Flood DamageReductionMeasures

Evaluation,LeveeandFloodwall
Constructionfor KnappCreekFlood
Management,GreenbrierRiver, Townof
Marlington,PocahontasCounty,WV.

Summary:EPA expressed
environmentalconcernsthatnon-
structionalalternatives,including
relocationof residentialandnon-
residentialstructuresto aflood safesite,
werenot evaluatedin detail. Insufficient
informationis providedfor areasonably
availablealternative(relocation)which
couldreducetheenvironmentalimpacts
of theproposal.

ERP No. D—NOA—L91016—AK Rating
LO, AmericanFisheriesAct
Amendments61/61/13/8:Amendment
61 GroundfishFisheryof the BeringSea
andAleutianIslandsArea; Amendment
61 Groundfishof theGulf of Alaska;
Amendment13 BeringSeaandAleutian
IslandsKing andTannerCrab,and
Amendment8 ScallopFisheryoff
Alaska,FisheryManagementPlans,AK.

Summary:EPA lackedobjectionsto
endingthetraditionalracefor fish by
implementingactionalternatives
associatedwith theAmericanFisheries
Act (AFA) becauseit resultsin. a safer,
moreefficientfisherythatutilizes a
higherpercentageof pollockbiomass
harvested.EPA suggestedthatthe
fishing industrycouldexploit the
temporalandspatialdiscretionafforded
by AFA, andextractagreaterpercentage
of biomassto furtherreduceimpactsof
processwastedischargeto water
quality.

ERP No. DS—NRC—A00150—00Rating
EC2,Decommissioningof Nuclear
Facilities,UpdatedInformationon
DealingWith Decommissioningof
NuclearPowerReactors(NUREG—0586).

Summary:EPA expressed
environmentalconcernswith this
supplementto agenericEIS and
requestedclarificationsand
supplementaryinformation on:
determiningwhenaparticular
decommissioningactivity or site or
operatingconditionis coveredby the
genericanalysis;explainingthe
differing impactlevelsandthe
assumptionsusedin settingthem;
updatingtheanalysisof thesite’s
environmentalcondition;and,
providing amorerobustdiscussionof
impactsto groundwater.

Final EISs
ERPNo. F—AFS—L65377—OR,South

ForkBurntRiverRangerPlanningArea,
Developmentof Five NewAllotment
ManagementPlans(AMPS), Wallowa-
Whitman NationalForest,Unity Ranger
District, BakerCounty,OR.

Summary:While theFEISadded
additional technicalinformationon
restorationactions,EPA continuedto

havesomeenvironmentalconcernswith
the project.Principally, theFEISdid not
includeano-grazeor reducedgraze
restorationalternative.

ERPNo. F—COE—J64008—SD,Title VI
LandTransferSouthDakota,Transferof
91,178Acresof LandatLakeOahe,Lake
Sharp,LakeFranciseCase,andLewis
andClarkLake, from theUS Army
Corpsof Engineers(USACE) to the
SouthDakotaDepartmentof Game,Fish
andParks(SDGFP),SD.

Summary:No formalcommentletter
wassentto thepreparingagency.

ERPNo. F—FHW—F50003—IL,Fox
RiverBridgeCrossings,Constructionof
up to Five-BridgesacrosstheFox River,
FundingandNPDESandUS ArmyCOE
Section10 and404PermitsIssuance,
KaneCounty,IL.

SUMMARY: Baseduponthehighway
agency’scommitments(ontravel-related
mitigation andwetlandcompensation),
EPA hadno significantenvironmental
concernswith thepreferredalternative.
EPA believedthat thepreferred
alternativecansatisfytheproject’s
purposeandneedwhileadequately
mitigating directandindirectimpacts.

ERPNo. F—FRC—L05221—WA, Cowlitz
RiverHydroelectricProject(No. 2016—
044),Relicensingof the Existing 462—
MegawattCowlitz RiverHydroelectric
Project,City of Tacoma,WA.

Summary:No formal commentletter
wassentto thepreparingagency.

ERPNo. FS—NPS—K61137—AZ, Organ
PipeCactusNationalMonument
GeneralManagementPlanand
DevelopmentConceptPlan, Updated
InformationconcerningRe-Analysisof
CumulativeEffectsof theSonoran
PronghornPortion of theSonoran
Desert,PimaCounty,AZ.

Summary:No formalcommentletter
wassentto thepreparingagency.

Dated:December28, 2001.

AnneNortonMiller,
Director, OfficeofFederalActivities.
[FR Doc. 02—228Filed 1—3—02;8:45 am]

BILUNG CODE 6560—50—U

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

AGENCY

[OPP—34225F; FRL—6812—6]

Diazinon; Receipt of Requests for
Amendments and Cancellations

AGENCY: EnvironmentalProtection
Agency(EPA),
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: Severalcompaniesthat
manufacturediazinon(0,0-diethyl 0-
(2-isopropyl-6-methyl-4-pyrimidinyl)
phosphorothioate)pesticideproducts
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U.S. Army Corps
Of Engineers
Galveston District

Public
Permit Application No:

Date Issued:
Comments Due:

Notice
21979

28 December2001
18 February 2002

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, GALVESTON DISTRICT
AND

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

Purpose of Public Notice: To announce and inform you of the release of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the Draft General Conformity Determination, the permit
application, the public comment period and the date and location of the Public Hearing, for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal.

Background: In July 2000, the City of Texas City submitted a Department of Army Permit
Application to construct a container terminal on Shoal Point, adjacent to the Texas City Channel
and Galveston Bay. The project would include the filling of wetlands and waters of the U. S.,
dredging and wharf construction. It was determined that an Environmental Impact Statement
would be required for the proposed project. Since the October 2000 Scoping Meeting, the
consulting firm of PBS&J, under the direction of the Galveston District, Corps of Engineers
(Corps), prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed project. The DEIS
is now available for public review and comment. In addition, the revised permit application and
project plans are available for review and comment.

Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS): Pursuant to section 1 02(2)(C)
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended and as implemented by
the Council on Environmental Quality (4OCFR Parts 1500-1508) a DEIS for the proposed Shoal
Point Container Terminal has been filed with the EPA and is being made available to Federal,
State and local agencies and all interested parties. The availability of the DEIS will be
announced in the Federal Register on January 4, 2002. Copies of the DEIS are available in
hard copy or CD format. Hard copies of the Executive Summary are also available. Hard copies
of the document are available by contacting Ms. Lisa Putman, PBS&J, 206 Wild Basin Road,
Suite 300, Austin, Texas 78746-3343 or by calling (512) 329-8342, ext. 9629. There is a $ 75.00
charge for the document. Hard copies of the Executive Summary or a CD version of the DEIS
are available free of charge and you may obtain them by writing the USACE Galveston District,
Attn: Sharon Tirpak, P.O. Box 1229, Galveston Texas 77553 or by calling (409) 766 - 3180. In
addition, copies of the DEIS are available for viewing at the following libraries:

Evelyn Meador Branch Library La Porte Public Library
2400 North Meyer Road 600 S. Broadway
Seabrook, Texas 77586 La Porte, Texas 77571



Helen Hall Library Sterling Municipal Library
100 West Walker St. 1 Mary Wilbanks Avenue
League City, Texas 77573 Baytown, Texas 77520

Pasadena Public Library La Marque Public Library
FairmontBranch 1011 Bayou Road
4330 Fairmont Parkway La Marque, Texas 77568
Pasadena, Texas 77504

Rosenberg Library Moore Memorial Public Library
2310 Sealy Avenue 1701 gth Ave. North
Galveston, Texas 77550 Texas City, Texas 77590

Deer Park Public Library
3009 Center Street
Deer Park, Texas 77536

Draft General Conformity Review: Pursuant to Section 176 of the Clean Air Act Amendments
(CAAA) of 1990, a Draft General Conformity Determination has been filed with the EPA and
TNRCC and is being made available to Federal, State and local agencies and all interested
parties for the proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal. Hard copies of the Draft Conformity
Determination are available free of charge and you may obtain them by writing the USACE
Galveston District, Attn: Sharon Tirpak, P.O. Box 1229, Galveston Texas 77553 or by calling
(409) 766 - 3180. Copies of the Draft Conformity Determination are available for public viewing,
along with the DEIS, at the libraries listed above.

Public Comment and Public Hearing: The USACE Galveston District will be accepting public
comment on the DEIS, the Draft Conformity Determination and the permit application through
February 18, 2002. All comments must be postmarked by February 18, 2002. You may send
written comments to the USACE, Galveston District, Attn: Sharon Tirpak, P.O. Box 1229,
Galveston, Texas 77553. If you wish to voice your comments, a Public HearinW is scheduled for
Tuesday, January

29
th, 2002, at the Charles Doyle Convention Center, 2010 5~Avenue North

(21 St and Phoenix Lane), Texas City, Texas. A Workshop will precede the hearing. Poster
presentations will be available for viewing and project team members will be present to discuss
the DEIS. The Workshop will be conducted from 5:00 — 6:30 PM and the formal Hearing will
commence at 7:00PM. Additional information on the Workshop and Public Hearing is attached
with this notice.

Permit Application: A revised permit application with project plans is attached with this notice
and comments on the application will be accepted through February 18, 2002. You may submit
written comments to the address stated above or you may voice your comments at the Public
Hearing scheduled for January

29
th, 2002, in Texas City (details stated above). All comments

must be postmarked by February 18, 2002.

Authority: This application will be reviewed pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors
Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Applicant: City of Texas City
P.O. Box 2608
Texas City, Texas 77592
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Telephone: (409) 643-5927
POC: Doug Hoover

Location: The project is located at Shoal Point, an active dredge material placement area,
adjacent to the Texas City Channel and Galveston Bay, in Texas City, Galveston County, Texas.
The project can be located on the U.S.G.S. quadrangle map entitled Virginia Point, Texas.
Approximate UTM Coordinates: Zone 15; Easting: 317500; Northing: 3250600.

Project Description: The City proposes to construct a 6-berth marine container terminal on
approximately 400 acres of an active, leveed dredge material placement area, known as Shoal
Point. The project would require the construction of a container yard, access roadway, wharves,
berthing area and turning basin. In addition, the proposal includes deepening the Texas City
Channel to -45 feet MLT. Eleven million cubic yards of material would be dredged from the
channel, proposed wharf area and turning basin. Surface area for project dredging is
approximately 650.9 acres. Approximately 13.34 acres of inter-tidal wetlands and 9.7 acres of
open water would be filled during construction of the container yard and access roadway. In
addition, to compensate for the lost dredged material disposal capacity on Shoal Point
approximately 357 acres of open water would be filled for the construction of beneficial use site
1 (ultimately for the creation of inter-tidal marsh). The project would be constructed in three
phases. Phase I includes the construction of an access roadway, a 125-acre container yard and
two berths with associated dredging. Phase II includes the construction of a 125-acre container
yard, two berths and turning basin with associated dredging and the deepening of the channel.
Phase III includes the construction of a 150-acre container yard and two berths with associated
dredging. Construction of the 6-berth terminal would be completed by 2016. As mitigation for
wetland impacts the applicant is proposing to construct 45 acres of inter-tidal marsh in the
northern portion of Swan Lake, adjacent to the project site.

Other Agency Authorizations: Texas Coastal Zone consistency certification is required. The
applicant has stated that the project is consistent with the Texas Coastal Management Program
goals and policies and will be conducted in a manner consistent with said Program.

State Water Quality Qualifications: This project would result in a direct impact of greater than
three acres of waters of the state or 1500 linear feet of streams (or a combination of the two is
above the threshold), and as such would not fulfill Tier I criteria for the project. Therefore, Texas
Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC) certification is required. Concurrentwith
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) processing of this application, the TNRCC is reviewing
this application under Section 401 of the CWA and in accordance with Title 30, Texas
Administrative Code Section 279.1-13 to determine if the work would comply with State water
quality standards. By virtue of an agreement between the Corps and the TNRCC, this public
notice is also issued for the purpose of advising all known interested persons that there is
pending before the TNRCC a decision on water quality certification under such act. Any
comments concerning this application may be submitted to the Texas Natural Resource
Conservation Commission, 401 Coordinator, MSC-1 50, P.O. Box 13087, Austin, Texas 78711-
3087. The public comment period extends 30 days from the date of publication of this notice. A
copy of the public notice with a description of work is made available for review in the TNRCC’s
Austin office. The complete application may be reviewed in the Corps office. The TNRCC may
conduct a public hearing to consider all comments concerning water quality if requested in
writing. A request for a public hearing must contain the following information: the name, mailing
address, application number, or other recognizable reference to the application; a brief
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description of the interest of the requester, or of persons represented by the requester; and a
brief description of how the application, if granted, would adversely affect such interest.

National Register of Historic Places: The staff archaeologist has reviewed the latest published
version of the National Register of Historic Places, lists of properties determined eligible, and
other sources of information. The following is current knowledge of the presence or absence of
historic properties and the effects of the undertaking upon these properties: A remote sensing
survey of the Shoal Point location was performed by PBS&J in April and May 2001. A total of
eight anomalies having potential historical significance were located during that inventory. All
eight anomalies should be avoided by bottom disturbing activities due to the possibility that they
may represent significant archeological sites.

Threatened and Endangered Species: Preliminary indications are that no known threatened
and/or endangered species or their critical habitat will be affected by the proposed work.

Essential Fish Habitat: This notice initiates the Essential Fish Habitat consultation
requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. Our initial
determination is that the proposed action would not have a substantial adverse impact on
Essential Fish Habitat or Federally managed fisheries in the Gulf of Mexico. Our final
determination relative to project impacts and the need for mitigation measures is subject to
review by and coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service.

Public Interest Review Factors: This application will be reviewed in accordance with 33 CFR
320-330, the Regulatory Programs of the Corps of Engineers, and other pertinent laws,
regulations and executive orders. The decision whether to issue a permit will be based on an
evaluation of the probable impacts, including cumulative impacts, of the proposed activity on the
public interest. That decision will reflect the national concern for both protection and utilization of
important resources. The benefits, which reasonably may be expected to accrue from the
proposal, must be balanced against its reasonably foreseeable detriments. All factors, which
may be relevant to the proposal, will be considered: among those are conservation, economics,
aesthetics, general environmental concerns, wetlands, historic properties, fish and wildlife
values, flood hazards, floodplain values, land use, navigation, shore erosion and accretion,
recreation, water supply and conservation, air and water quality, energy needs, safety, food and
fiber production, mineral needs and, in general, the needs and welfare of the people.

Solicitation of Comments: The Corps of Engineers is soliciting comments from the public,
Federal, State, and local agencies and officials, Indian tribes, and other interested parties in
order to consider and evaluate the impacts of this proposed activity. Any comments received will
be considered by the Corps of Engineers to determine whether to issue, modify, condition or
deny a permit for this proposal. To make this decision, comments are used to assess impacts
on endangered species, historic properties, water quality, general environmental effects, and the
other public interest factors listed above. Comments will be used in the preparation of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act. Comments
are used to determine the overall public interest of the proposed activity.

This public notice is being distributed to all known interested persons in order to assist in
developing facts upon which a decision by the Corps of Engineers may be based. For accuracy
and completeness of the record, all data in support of or in opposition to the proposed work
should be submitted in writing setting forth sufficient detail to furnish a clear understanding of the
reasons for support or opposition.
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Close of Comment Period: All comments pertaining to this Public Notice must be postmarked
by February 18, 2002. Extensions of the comment period may be granted for valid reasons
provided a written request is received by the limiting date. If no comments are received by
that date, it will be considered that there are no objections. Comments and requests for
additional information should be submitted to:

Sharon Manzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229
409-766-3136 Phone
409-766-3931 Fax

DISTRICT ENGINEER
GALVESTON DISTRICT
CORPS OF ENGINEERS

5



Public Hearing Date and Location:

Date: Tuesday, January 29, 2002
Time: Workshop : 5:00 — 6:30 PM / Hearing 7:00 PM
Place: Charles Doyle Convention Center

2010 5~Avenue North (
21

5t and Phoenix Lane)
Texas City, Texas

Conduct of the Public Hearing: The District Engineer, Galveston District, Corps of Engineers,
will serve as the presiding officer at the public hearing. The District Engineer will take all actions
necessary to conduct a fair, impartial, and orderly hearing. To this end, the powers of the District
Engineer include, but are not limited to the following:

(a) To regulate the course of the hearing and conduct of the parties, their counsel, and
the public in attendance.

(b) To establish reasonable time limits for oral statements of parties, their counsel, or
representatives.

(c) To receive into evidence all written statements, charts, tabulations, and similar data.

(d) To ask questions of speakers for purposes of clarification.

All persons will be given an opportunity to present oral and written statements, including
documentary materials, at the public meeting. Prior to the opening of the meeting, each person
will be requested to complete an attendance card. The attendance card will contain information
blocks on which persons attending the public meeting can give their name, address, and
whether they wish to present an oral statement during the public hearing.

Statements and information may be provided without restriction by formal procedures and rules
of evidence; however, all statements and information provided must concern the subject matter
of the hearing.

All statements shall be addressed to the District Engineer. Cross-examination of any person
addressing the public meeting by any person in attendance will not be allowed.

The District Engineer or representative will be given the first opportunity to speak, followed by
the applicant, the City of Texas City. A short presentation will then be made by PBS&J, the
contractor that prepared the DEIS. Public comments will commence with Federal, State and
local elected officials. All persons intending to speak at the public hearing will be called upon
and should come prepared to complete their oral statement in not more than three minutes.
Statements by any person that cannot be completed within the time allotment should be
summarized orally, and the full text submitted in writing.

Written statements or information materials for inclusion in the record, including documentary
materials, may be presented during the public meeting or may be mailed to the District Engineer,
Galveston District, Corps of Engineers, at the address stated above. All statements, both oral
and written, will become part of the official record of the public hearing and will be made

6



available for public examination. Mailed statements to be included in the record must be

postmarked by February 18, 2002.

Directions:

From League City or other points north take l-4S South to the 1764/Palmer Highway exit. Follow
this into Texas City and to

21
st Street. Take a right turn onto

21
5t Street. The Convention Center

will be on your left.

From Galveston or other points south take 1-45 North to SH 146. Stay on SH 146 until the
1764/Palmer Highway exit. After exiting the highway you will turn right onto Palmer Highway.
Follow until

21
5t Street. Turn right onto

21
5t Street and the Convention Center will be on your left.
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Public reportingburdenfor this collection of informationis expectedto average10 hoursperresponse,although themajority of applicationsshould
require 5 hours or less.This indudes the time for reviewing instructions,searchingexisting datasources,gathering and maintaining the data
needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this
collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department of Defense, washington Headquarters Service Directorate of
Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington, VA 22202-4302; and to the office of Management and
Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (0710-0003), washington DC 20503. Please DO NOT RETURN your form to either of those addresses.
completed applications must be submitted to the District Engineer having Jurisdiction over the location of the proposed activity.

PRIVACY STATEMENT
Authority: 33 usc 401, Section 10; 1413, Section 404. Principal Purpose: These laws require permits authorizing activities In, or affecting, navigable
waters of the United States, the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, and the transportation of dredged material for
the purpose of dumping it into ocean waters. Routine Uses: Information provided on this form will be used in evaluating the application for a permit.
Disclosure: Disclosure of requested information is voluntary. If information is not provided, however, the permit application cannot be processed nor
can a permit be issued.
One set of original drawings or good reproducible copies which show the location and character of the proposed activity must be attached to this
application (see sample drawings and instructions) and be submitted to the District Engineer having jurisdiction over the location of the proposed
activity. An application that is not completed in full will be returned.

(ITEMS I THRU 4 To BE FILLED BY THE CORPS)

1. APPLICATION NO. 12. FIELD OFFICE CODE j 3. DATE RECEIVED 4. DATE APPLICATION COMPLETED

itq-i~ I
(ITEMS TO BE FILLED BYAPPUCANT)

5. APPLICANT’S NAME

City of TexasCity — DougHoover

8. AUTHORIZED AGENTS NAME AND TITLE (an agentis not required)

JoeC. Moseley,Ph.D.,P.E.,Principal

6. APPLICANT’S ADDRESS

P.O.Box 2608
TexasCity, Texas77592

~

9. AGENT’S ADDRESS
ShinerMoseleyandAssociates,Inc.
555 N. Carancahua,Suite 1650
CorpusCbristi, Texas78478

7. APPLICANT’S PHONE NOS. WIAREA CODE 10. AGENTS PHONE N05. W/AREA CODE

a. Residence
b. Business 409-643-5927

a. Residence
b. Business 361-857-2211

11. ~ STATEMENT OF AUTHORIZATION

I hereby authorize erMoseleyandAssociates,Inc. to act in mybehalfasmy agent in the processingof this application and to
furnish,upon reque , s pp ntal information in support ofthis permit application.

(: _______
APPLI I~ ougHoover, DirectorofManagementServices DATE

NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT OR ACTIVITY

12. PROJECT NAME OR TITLE (seeinstructions) -
ShoalPointContainerTerminal

13. NAME OF WATERBODY, IF KNOWN (ifapplicable)

GalvestonBay

14. PROJECT STREETADDRESS (ifapplicable)

N/A
15. LOCATION OF PROJECT

Galveston Texas
COUNTY STATE

16. OTHER LOCATION DESCRIPTIONS, IF KNOWN (see instructions)

Immediatelyeastof TexasCity Harborandsouthof TexasCity Ship Channel.

17. DIRECTIONS TO THE SITE

ProceedalongLoop 197 eastfor approximately2 miles. Turn right at Gulf CoastWasteDisposalAuthority andproceedalong
unimprovedroadfor approximately3 miles.

APPLICATION FOR DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PERMIT
(33 CFR 325)

0MB APPROVAL NO.07 10-0003
Expires June 30, 2000

ENG FORM 4345, JUL 97 EDITION OF FEB 94 IS OBSOLETE. (Proponent: CECW-OR)



18. Nature of Activity (Description of project, include all features)

Construct a containership terminal including container yard, accessroadway,wharves,berthingarea, turning basin, channel
deepening,associatedinfrastructure,disposalareas,andhabitatusingdredgedmaterial.

19. Project Purpose (Describe the reason or purpose ofthe project, see instructions)

Provideamodemcontainerterminal.

20. Reason(s) for Discharge

USE BLOCKS 20-22 IF DREDGED AND/OR FILL MATERIAL IS TO BE DISCHARGED

Removalof material from berthing areas,turning basin, and channeldeepening.Material to be placed for the following
purposes:sitepreparation,constructionof containmentlevees,andcreationof additionalhabitat.

21. Type(s)ofMaterial Being DischargedandtheAmountof EachType in Cubic Yards

Total of 11 million cubic yards: mix of stiff clay — 70%,sand— 20%, andsilt— 10%

22. Surface Areain Acresof Wetlandsor Other Waters Filled (see instrudbsns)

A total of 13.34acresof shallow water, vegetatedhabitat will be filled duringproject construction. A total of 650.9acresofopen
water will be dredgedanda total of366.7 acresofopenwaterhabitat will be usedfor construction of beneficialuse sites.

23. Is Any Portion of the Work Already Complete? Yes 0 No ~ IF YES, DESCRIBE THE COMPLETED WORK

24. Addresses of Adjoining Property Owners, Lessees, Etc., Whose Property Adjoins the Waterbody (limoro than can be entered here.
please attach a supplemental list)

Port ofTexasCity Union Carbide Gulf CoastWaste TexasGeneralLandOffice

P.O.Box 591 P.O.Box 471 DisposalAuthority P.O. Box 12873
TexasCity, TX 77592-0591 Texas City, TX 77592 910Bay AreaBlvd.

Houston,TX 77058
Austin, TX 78711-2873

25. List of Other Certifications orApprovals/DenialsReceived from otherFederal, State or Local Agencies for Work Described in This Application.

AGENCY

None

TYPEAPPROVAL * IDENTIFICATION NUMBER DATE APPLIED DATE APPROVED DATE DENIED

* Would include but is not restricted to zoning, building and flood plain permits

26. Application is hereby made for a permit or permits to authorize the work described in this application. I certify that the information in this
application is complete and accurate. I further certify that I possess the authority to undertake the work described herein or am acting as the
duly authorized agent of the applicant.

The application must be signed by the person who desires to undertake the proposed activity (applicant) or it may be signed by a duly
authorized agent if the statement in Block 11 has been filled out and signed.

18 U.S.C. Section 1001 provides that: Whoever, in any manner within the jurisdiction of any department or agency of the United States
knowingly and willfully falsifies, conceals, or covers up any trick, scheme, ordisguises a materiel fact or makes any false, fictitious or
fraudulent statements or representations or makes or uses any false writing or document knowing same to contain any false, fictitious or
fraudulent statements orentry, shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than five years or both.

SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT DATE SIGNATURE OF AGENT

11i~5/oj
DATE



1~ROJECT
LOCATION

NOTES:

1 THE PROJECT PURPOSE IS TO BUILD A MODERN CONTAINER TERMINAL THAT INCLUDES CHANNEL
DEEPENING, BERTHS, WHARFS, CONTAINER YARD, ACCESS CORRIDOR, MITIGATION, AND BENEFICIAL
USE SITES.

2. MAJOR ASSETS OF SHOAL POINT ARE: LANDSIDE ACCESS, WATER ACCESS TO GULF, COMPATIBLE
LAND USE, MINIMAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND ABILITY TO EXPAND. CONSTRUCT PROJECTS IN
PHASES.

3. THE ENTIRE PROJECT WILL BE PERMITTED, HOWEVER IT WILL BE BUILT IN THREE PHASES BEGINNING
WITH A 125 ACRE TERMINAL AND TWO BERTHS WITH AN ULTIMATE SIZE OF 400 ACRES AND SIX
BERTHS.

4.DREDGE MATERIAL FROM THIS PROJECT AND THE EXISTING MAINTENANCE OF THE TEXAS CITY
CHANNEL PROJECT WILL BE USED TO CONSTRUCT MULTIPLE BENEFICIAL USE SITES (SHALLOW
WATER) NEAR SHOAL POINT.

5. MITIGATION FOR WETLAND IMPACTS WILL BE PROVIDED AT THE NORTH END OF SWAN LAKE DURING
THE CONSTRUCTION OF PHASE I.

I USACE Permt No.: 21979

~ AppIIC
0

UOn:CITY OF TEXAS CITY

Date: JULY 12, 2000 Sheet 1 of

VICINITY MAP

LOCATION MAP
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a
a

2
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APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS

SHINER MOSELEY ~j’so ASSOCIATES, INC.
ENGINEERS &

Corpus Christi/llouston
AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01 SHEET 1 H~I BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS~ SEA1TLE, WASHINGTON~
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(4, k’~C)ES1CONT,SJNER YARD (SEE SHEEE 3)

r//////,~BERTHING AREA/TURNING BASIN (sEE SHEEr 4)_______ 50 YEAR DREDGE MATERIAL PLACEMENT PLAN (SEE SHEETS 6&9)
G’////.’Dl MITIGATION SEE (SEE SHEET 11)

ACCESS CORRIDOR AND ALTERNATE (SEE SHEEr 5,6)
- DEEPEN TEXAS CDI CHANNEL TO 45 FEET. SEE SHEET 7

GCWDA GULF COAST WASTE DISPOSAL AUTHORIIY

PHASE
~ I

CONTAJNER

125PHASE

YARD I

125TOTAL I PHASE
BERThS

2 ITOTAL NO.
ITOTAL LENGTH

—1III 125
I

1250 I 21 4 I 4OOO~i
I III I 150 I 400 I 2 I 6 I 6000
1. EN11RE ACCESS CORRIDOR WILL BE BUILT IN PHASE I.

(A) PRIMARY ROUTE=3 MILES; (B) ALTERNA11VE~ 3.3 MILES
2. TURNING BASIN WILL BE BUILT IN PHASE II.
3. WEILAND MmGA110N WILl. BE BUILT IN PHASE I.
4, LOST CAPACI1Y WILL BE MI11GATED BY CONSTRUCTiON OF

SPBUS1 LEVEES.
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TURNING
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LEGEND

E95i?CDSI CONTAINER YARD (SEE SHEET 4)
~ BERThING AREA/TURNING BASIN (SEE SHEET 4)

519u5J 50 YEAR DREDGE MATERIAL PLACEMENT AREA (SEE SHEET 8—9)

ACCESS CORRIDOR AND ALTERNATE (SEE SHEET 5—6)
_______ DEEPEN TEXAS CITY CHANNEL TO 45 FEEl’. (SEE SHEET 7)
GCWDA GULF COAST WASTE DISPOSAL AUTHORITY

MARGINAL WHARF

0 1500’

CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUC~ TERMINAL WITH

~ARVESAND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS
ID TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
.TUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

1. EN11RE ACCESS CORRIDOR WILL BE BUILT IN
PHASE I.

2 (A) PRIMARY ROUTE=3 MILES; (B) ALTERNA11VE=
3.3 MILES

3. TURNING BASIN WILL BE BUILT IN PHASE II.
4. WETLAND MI11GA11ON WILL BE BUILT IN PHASE I.

NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11,

SHINER MOSELEY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Houston

BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS
SEAITLE, WASHINGTON



USACE Permit No.: 21979
Apprcaton:CITY OF TEXAS CITY
Dote: JULY 12, 2000 Sheet 4 of

TERMINAL, BERTH &
WHARF TYPICAL SECTIONS

BERTHING AREA~ WHARF CONTAINER YARD ~‘

W/ CRANES
& BULKHEAD

IR’+ kAIT

(—45’ MLT + N
2’ ALLOWABLE OVERDEPTH + “—DREDGE AREA
2’ ADVANCE MAINTENANCE) NOTE: LOOKING EAST

B SECTION THROUGH TERMINAL
3 4 SCALE: N.T.S.

PLACEMENT AREA

NOTES:

1. SHOREUNE STABILIZATION REQUIRED UNDER WHARF.
STABILIZATION MAY BE BULKHEAD, REVETMENT, OR
OTHER STRUCTURAL METHOD.

2. SUBMERGED AREA UNDER WHARF:
PHASE I — 275,000 SF
PHASE II — 550,000 SF
PHASE III — 825,000 SF

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSIRUCT TERMINAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS
AND TURNING HAS N, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW T DE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01 SHEET 4

SHINER MOSELEYAND ASSOCIATES, INC.
ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Houston

Pt I BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS~ SEATTLE, WASHINGTONU~,
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APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS
AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11

SHINER MOSELEY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Houston

SHEET !~P~BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERSSEATTLE, WASHINGTON



ACCESS CORRIDOR
TYPICAL SECTIONS CONT.

USACE Permit No.: 21979

Appliccton:CITY OF TEXAS CITY —

Dote: JULY 12, 2000 Sheet 6 of

GALVESTON COUNTY
DISCHARGE CANAL

c RDWY TYP SECTION ADJACENT TO MITIGATION SITE & SWAN LAKE
5 6 SCALE: N.T.S.
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APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS

SHINER MOSELEYAND ASSOCIATES, INC.
ENGINEERS&CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/llouston

DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01 SHEET 6
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USACE Permit No.: 21979
~Applicotion:CITY OF TEXAS CITY

\\ Date: JULY 12, 2000 Sheet 7
\\
\\
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\\\

0)

1. THE EXISTING TEXAS CITY CHANNEL WILL BE DEEPENED FROM 40 FT. TO 45 FT. FROM THE SHOAL POINT
TERMINAL SITE TO THE HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL, (STA 2+625 TO 37+428).

2. TO BE CONSISTENT WITH DREDGING PROCEDURES IN FEDERAL CHANNELS THE DEEPENING WILL INCLUDE 2
FT OF ADVANCE MAINTENANCE DREDGING AND 2 Fl’ OF ALLOWABLE OVERDEPTH.

3. THE HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL IS CURRENTLY BEING DEEPENED TO A DEPTH OF 45 FT.

4. THE CURRENT BOTTOM WIDTH OF 400 Fl’. WILL BE MAINTAINED.

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS

SHINER MOSELEY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
ENGINEERS&CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Ilouston
AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01 SHEET 7 L~IreAl~
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USACE Permit No.: 21979
Application:CITY OF TEXAS CITY

Date: JULY 12, 2000 Sheet 8 of —

50 YEAR DREDGE PLACEMENT AREAS/BENEF1C~L1
USESSITES ILLUSTRATIVE CONCEPT I________________________ (NOT TO SCALE)
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STAGE 1: BUILD CONTAINMENT LEVEES WITH NEW CONSTRUCTION; DREDGE MATERIAL, SHORELINE PROTECTION
PROVIDED AS NEEDED; OPENINGS IN LEVEES WILL ALLOW CIRCULATION & WATER EXCHANGE INSIDE CELL.

A~USTABLF

STAGE 2: FILL WITH DREDGE MATERIAL AND ALLOW TO CONSOLIDATE.
STAGE 3: AFTER CONSOLIDATION, SHAPE FILL MATERIAL TO ELEVATIONS APPROPRIATE TO CONSTRUCT
SHALLOW WATER HABITAT CONSISTING OF UPLANDS, HIGH MARSH, LOW MARSH, SUBMERGED GRASS AND
OPEN WATER.

//A V////////A ~/////////~ V///

/

////A ~/////////) V////////A V//

STAGE 4: PLANT VARIOUS TYPES OF DIVERSE HABITATS (BY OTHERS). PARTIALLY REMOVE LEVEES TO PROVIDE
WATER CIRCULATION/EXCHANGE; LEAVE SIGNIFICANT PORTIONS OF LEVEES IN PLACE, EITHER EMERGENT OR
SUBMERGED TO PROVIDE STABILIZATION/ PROTECTION OF SHALLOW WATER HABITAT.

NOTE: THIS SECTION IS REPRESENTATIVE ONLY; DETAILS WILL VARY DEPENDING ON SPECIFIC LOCATION

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAl WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS

SHINER MOSELEYAND ASSOCIATES, INC.
ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Ilouston
AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01 SHEET 8 H~BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS~/A~ SEATTLE, WASHINGTON~°



STAGE 1: BUILD CONTAINMENT LEVEES WITH NEW CONSTRUCTION; DREDGE MATERIAL, SHORELINE PROTECTION
PROVIDED AS NEEDED; OPENINGS IN LEVEES WILL ALLOW CIRCULATION & WATER EXCHANGE INSIDE CELL
WHERE APPLICABLE.

STAGE 2: FILL WITH DREDGE MATERIAL AND ALLOW TO CONSOLIDATE. CONSTRUCT ADJUSTABLE WEIRS TO
HANDLE EFF.

STAGE 3: AFTER CONSOLIDATION, SHAPE FILL MATERIAL TO ELEVATIONS APPROPRIATE TO CONSTRUCT
SHALLOW WATER HABITAT CONSISTING OF UPLANDS, HIGH MARSH, LOW MARSH, SUBMERGED GRASS AND
OPEN WATER.

lFc~~n
P272Z-721 SHOREUNE PROTECTION
L ~ NEW CONSTRUCTION MATERIAL

-TTTC MAINTENANCE MATERIAL
V, //I REMOVEPORTIONSOFLEVEE

USACE Permt No.: 21979

Applicoton:CITY OF TEXAS CITY
Date: JULY 12, 2000 Sheet 9 of —

KE1’ PLAN

50 YEAR DREDGE PLACEMENT AREAS/BENEFiCIAL
USESSITES ILLUSTRATIVE CONCEPT (CONT.)

(NoT TO SCALE)
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STAGE 4: PLANT VARIOUS TYPES OF DIVERSE HABITATS. PARTIALLY REMOVE LEVEES TO PROVIDE WATER
CIRCULATION/EXCHANGE; LEAVE SIGNIFICANT PORTIONS OF LEVEES IN PLACE, EITHER EMERGENT OR
SUBMERGED TO PROVIDE STABILIZATION/ PROTECTION OF SHALLOW WATER HABITAT.

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WIT H
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS

SHINER MOSELEYAND ASSOCIATES, INC.
ENGINEERS& CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Ilouston
AND [URNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW T DE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/DO REV. 11/09/01 SHEET 9 H~BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS~ SEATTI,E, WASHINGTON‘~
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APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL W TH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS
AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

MITIGATION SITE:
cONCEPTUAL DESIGN
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A PLAN VIEW— MITIGATION SITE (45±ac)
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SHINER MOSELEY AND ASSOCIATES. INC.

ENGINEERS& CONSULTANTS

Corpus Christi/Houston

BERCER/ABAM ENGINEERS
~ SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01



M~GAT1ON MONITORING PARAMEtERS

USACE Permit No.: 21979
Application:CITY OF TEXAS CITY
Date: JULY 12, 2000 Sheet 11 of

1. A transplant survival survey of the planted mitigation area must be performed within 60 calendar days following the
initial planting effort. If at least 50% survival of transplants is not achieved within 60 calendar days of planting, a
second planting effort will be completed within 60 calendar days of completing the initial survival survey. If optimal
season requirements for replanting targeted species is not suitable when replanting would be required, the Corps
Galveston District (Corps) must approve a replanting schedule.

2. Written reports detailing plant survival must be submitted to the Corps within 30 calendar days of completing the
initial survival survey and any subsequent replanting effort.

3. If after one year from the initial planting effort (or subsequent planting efforts) the site does not have at least 35%
aerial coverage of targeted vegetation, those areas that are not vegetated will be replanted using the original
planting specifications.

4. If after three years from the initial planting effort (or subsequent planting efforts) the site does not have at least
70% aerial coverage of targeted vegetation, those areas that are not vegetated will be replanted using the original
planting specifications.

5. In addition to the initial survey report, progress reports will be submitted to the Corps Galveston District at 6
months, 1 year, 2 year, and 3 year intervals following the initial transplanting effort or subsequent replanting efforts.
Photos of the mitigation site should be included.

APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS ~

ENGINEERS &CONSULLU,NTS INC

Corpus Christi/Ilouston
AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

(_-_~

~‘~ BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS
SEATTLE. WASHINGTON

JOB NO,: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01 SHEET 11 ~‘
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I USACE Permit No.: 21979Applicatioo:CITY OF TEXAS CITYDate: JULY 12, 2000 sheet of

B.O=650.927 ACI

I A.1=O.479 AC
I B.1=O.O15 AC

[8.2=0.566 AC2
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I
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LOCATION OF WETLAND IMPACTS.
SEE SHEET 13—21 FOR DETAILS

WETLANDS IMPACT SUMMARY

Summary of Jurisdictional Wetlands

A. Section 404 Wetlands
Location ID Area (Acres) Description

A.1 0.479 Adjacent to Loop 197
A.2 0.066 Swan Lake — East of Upland Ridge
A.2 4.177 Swan Lake—West of Upland Ridge
A.3 2.084 South Shore of Hurricane Channel
A,5 6.286 North Shoreline of Shoal Point
A.9 0.247 Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C

Subtotal 13.339

B. Open Water—Section 10
Location ID Area (Acres) Description

B.1 0.015 Adjacent to Loop 197
8.1 0.566 Adjacent to Loop 197
B.2 6.663 Swan Lake
B.3 2.446 Hurricane Channel
B.0 650.927 Areas of Other Dredging — berthing area.

tuning basin, ship channel
Subtotal 660.617

TOTAL 673.956
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APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL W TH
WHARVES AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTTIS

[~jjjjSHINER MOSELEY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
ENGINEERS

Corpus Christi/Houston
AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USAGE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE)

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01 SHEET 12

I
BERGER/ABAI~4 ENGINEERS
SEATTI,E, WASHINGTON
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APPLICANT: CITY OF TEXAS CITY
PURPOSE/ACTIVITIES: CONSTRUCT TERMINAL WITH
WHARFS AND ACCESS CORRIDOR, DREDGE BERTHS

SHINER MOSELEY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
ENGINEERS &

Corpus Christi/Houston
AND TURNING BASIN, DEEPEN EXISTING CHANNEL.
DATUM: USACE MLT (MEAN LOW TIDE) .~...

~
BERGER/ABAM ENGINEERS
SEATRE, WASHINGTON

JOB NO.: 90324 DATE: 6/9/00 REV. 11/09/01 SHEET 13
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Summary of Jurisdictional Wetlands

KEY PLAN

A. Section 404 Wetlands

**

**

Location ID Area (Acres) Description
A.1 0.479 Adjacent to Loop 197
A.2 0.066 Swan Lake—East of Upland Ridge
A.2 4.177 Swan Lake—West of Upland Ridge
A.3 2.084 South Shore of Hurricane Channel
A.5 6.286 North Shoreline of Shoal Point
A.9 0.247 Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C

Subtotal 13.339

NOTES’
1. • INDICATES WETLANDS SHOWN ON THIS PAGE.
2. LOCATION ID REFERS TO GENERAL AREA AS SHOWN ON WETLANDS SUMMARY; SEE SHEET 12.
3. SECTION 10 JURISDICTIONAL AREAS ZONE NOT SHOWN; REFER TO SHEET 12.
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Summaryof Unavoidable Wetlands Impacts

A. Section 404 Only Wetlands

**

Location ID Area (Acres) Description
A.1 0.479 Adjacent to Loop 197
A.2 0.066 Swan Lake—East of Upland Ridge
A.2 4.177 Swan Lake—West of Upland Ridge
A.3 2.084 South Shore of Hurricane Channel
A.5 6.286 North Shoreline of Shoal Point
A.9 0.247 Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C

Subtotal 13.339
NOTES:
1. INDICATES WETLANDS SHOWN ON THIS PAGE.
2. LOCATION ID REFERS TO GENERALAREA AS SHOWN ON WETLANDS SUMMARY; SEE SHEET 10.
3. SECTION 10 JURISDICTIONAL AREAS ZONE NOT SHOWN HERE ON; REFER TO SHEET 10.
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Summary of Jurisdictional Wetlands

I
A. Section 404 Wetlands
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Location ID Area (Acres) Description
A.1 0.479 Adjacent to Loop 197
A.2 0.066 Swan Lake—East of Upland Ridge
A.2 4.177 Swan Lake—West of Upland Ridge
A.3 2.084 South Shore of Hurricane Channel
A.5 6.286 North Shoreline of Shoal Point
A.9 0.247 Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C

Subtotal 13.339
NOTES:
1, INDICATES WETLANDS SHOWN ON THIS PAGE,
2. LOCATION ID REFERS TO GENERAL AREA AS SHOWN ON WETLANDS SUMMARY; SEE SHEET 12.
3 SECTION 10 JURISDICTIONAL AREAS ZONE NOT SHOWN; REFER TO SHEET 12.
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Summary of Jurisdictional WetlandsC-
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A. Section 404 Wetlands
Location ID Area (Acres) Description

A.1 0.479 Adjacent to Loop 197
A.2 0.066 Swan Lake—East of Upland Ridge
A.2 4.177 Swan Lake—West of Upland Ridge
A.3 2.084 South Shore of Hurricane Channel
A.5 6.286 North Shoreline of Shoal Point
A.9 0.247 Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C

Subtotal 13.339
NOTES:
1. “INDICATES WETLANDS SHOWN ON THIS PAGE,
2. LOCATION ID REFERS TO GENERAL AREA AS SHOWN ON WETLANDS SUMMARY; SEE SHEET 12.
3. SECTION 10JURISDICTIONAL AREAS ZONE NOT SHOWN; REFER TO SHEET 12.
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i

Summary of Jurisdictiona’ Wetlands
A. Section 404 Wetlands

**

**

Location ID Area (Acres) Description
A.1 0.479 Adjacent to Loop 197
A.2 0.066 Swan Lake—East of Upland Ridge
A.2 4.177 Swan Lake—West of Upland Ridge
A.3 2.084 South Shore of Hurricane Channel
A.5 6.286 North Shoreline of Shoal Point
A.9 0.247 Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C

Subtotal 13.339

1. ‘INDICATES WETLANDS SHOWN ON THIS PAGE.
2. LOCATION ID REFERS TO GENERAL AREA AS SHOWN ON WETLANDS SUMMARY; SEE SHEET 12,
3. SECTION 10 JURISDICTIONAL AREAS ZONE NOT SHOWN; REFER TO SHEET 12.
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Summary of Jurisdictional Wetlands
A. Sec~on404 Wetlands
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Location ID Area (Acres) Description
A.1 0.479 Adjacent to Loop 197
A.2 0.066 Swan Lake—East of Upland Ridge
A.2 4.177 Swan Lake—West of Upland Ridge
A.3 2.084 South Shore of Hurricane Channel
A.5 6.286 North Shoreline of Shoal Point
A.9 0.247 Drainage Ditch from Shoal Point Cell C

Subtotal 13.339
NOTES:
1. ‘INDICATES WETLANDS SHOWN ON THIS PAGE.
2. LOCATION ID REFERS TO GENERAL AREA AS SHOWN ON WETLANDS SUMMARY; SEE SHEET 12,
3. SECTION 10 JURISDICTIONAl. AREAS ZONE NOT SHOWN; REFER TO SHEET 12,
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CORRESPONDENCE AND MEETING MINUTES
REGARDING ALTERNATIVE TRUCK ROUTE
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February13, 2002

A public workshopwith TxDOTofficials, Galvestoncountyofficials,andTexasCity officials washeldon
February13, 2002at 9:30A.M. at theAmericanNationalBank Building, Galveston,Texas. Attendees
were:

Galveston Courtly TxDOT CityofTexa.cCity TCIT
Judge Yarbrough Gary i’rictsch Mayor Carlos Garza Alex Parkman
CommissionerEddie Barr GabeJohnson JamesMcWhortcr
CommIssionerEddie Janek
CommissionerStephenRoirnes
CommissionerKen Clark
Mike Fitzgerald
PaulSelman

Thepurposeof theworkshopwasto conductan annualreviewandstatusreportof variousTxDCJT
projectswithin GalvestonCounty.

The specificpurposeoftheseminutesis to recapthediscussionheldat theworkshopconcerningan
alternateaccessrouteto theShoalPointMegaPort. Aerial photosoftheareaaroundtheTexasCity Wye
from 1-45/FM519to Loop 197 weredisplayed.MayorCarlosGarzaexplainedreasonsfor a neededtruck
routefbr the MegaPort to bypasstheanticipatedcongestedfrontageroadon the1. C. Wye adjacentto
OmegaBay andBayouVista. Heexplainedthat thenewport shouldopenabout2005. Truck traffic
would ultimately(aboutyear2025) hit 10,000tripsperday,5000trips into theport and5000out ofthe
port anda largepercentageofthesetrucksareexpectedto traversetheT. C. Wyefi~ontageroads. Mayor
Garzaexpresseda desireto haveanalternateroutecompletedin the next fewyears. Thepreviously
discussed“Exjt 9” routingwashighlightedby Mike Fitzgeraldon themapsandothergeneralroute
possibilitieswereshown. Mr. (iabeJohnsonstatedschematicdesignsof thenewT.C. Wye havebeen
initiated.

Mr. TrietschandMr. JohnsonofIx DOTexplainedthat the project(aport connectorroad) maybe
fimsible. But theysuggestedthe first stepbe a feasibilityroutestudy. Thensubmitto JIGAC for inclusion
in theregionalplan. Mr. Trietschstatedthatno engineeringmoneywasavailablein thisyear’s TxDOT
budgetfor a feasibility study. Mr. Trietschthoughtthe difficult portionoftheprojectwould befunding.
Normally if ROW. environmental,anddesignarecompleted.theconstructionfunding wiN somehow
fhllow.

Mr. Trietschsuggestedoneapproachwould be alocally fundedprojecton theroad itselfwith TxDOT
providingthe requiredinterchangesand/orconnectionsto theTxDOT highways. This scenariowould still
requireall federalfundingarid approvals.Fundingcouldcomefrom HGAC selection,TexasHighway
Cornniissionselection,,or FederalDemonstrationallocations,which is a severalyearprocess.

MayorGarzaaskedhowthis newconnectorwould affect theHWY 146M.J.S. conclusions.Mr. Trietsch
statednowwouldbeagoodtime to incorporatethis potentialproject into theHWY 146 MJ.S. Both
Bayportand ShoalPointtrucktraffic impactswerealreadyincludedin theM.1.S.

Mr. Fitzgeraldpointed out theproposedHWY 146bridgeat TexTincouldalso be impactedby the
potentialconnectorhighwaydependingon its final routing aligmnent. Mr. Trietschstatedhe would not
slow downtheTxTin bridgeprojectdesign.which is currentlyat about75% completion,but at some
point, thetwo projectsmaybemergedif alignmentcoincides.

JudgeYarboroughsuggestedMike Fitzgerald,JamesMcWhorter.andGabeJohnsondevelopa flow chart
on howtheprojectshouldprogressalongwith decisionpointsandareasonabletime line schedule.Judge
Yarboroughcautionedonpresentingan overly optimisticscheduleto thepublic. JudgeYarboroughalso
suggestedatbct sheetbe preparedon the1-45M.1.S. andon theHWY 146 M.1.S.
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On February26th 2002, Mike Fitzgerald,James McWhorter,Card McLemore. and Jim
Darden of (iRS Corp met to discuss the concerns of the City of LaMarque and bayou
Vista regarding the truck traffic to the new Texas City InternationalTermrnal (TCII).

One of the main points which was discussed was that the trucks going to and from the
new port will be carrying containers and am not classified as hazardous cargo.
Therefore these trucks cannot be forced to use a new route or any specific route.

it was the consensus of the group that a new route would be difficult to fund and may
not be used by the truckers. In order to make an informed decision on how to proceed
the group felt it would be desirable that an abbreviated study be done to look at all the
alternatives including existing and new routes, interim improvements and the addition of
message boards and sound walls.

The study should examine each alternative in detail in light of the projected additional
truck traffic which the port will be generate on 1-45 and the other routes in the years
2005.2015, and 2025.

The pros and cans of each a(ternattve should be listed and examined in detail. The
pros and cons should include all factors including but not hmited to

1. Current long range plansfor 1-45, SH146, SH3 identified by an MIS
2. Costs
3. Timeline to Implement and how thatfits with the projected truck traffic in 2005,

2015, and 2025
4. Chances of obtaining federal or state funding
5. New Impacts to neighborhoods or communities adjacent to each alternative
6. Air quality conformity with the regional plan

The study should take no longer than 60 days and have a budget of approximately
$30~00O.
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May 3, 2002

Col. Leonard ft \~i~t~’rworth
Commander, UA. Army Corps of Engineers
2000 PointJ~6ad
P. 0. BoØ229
Galve~k6n,Texas 77553
Re: Application by City of Texas City for USAGEPermit for Shoal Point Container

Terminal

Dear Colonel Wentworth:

The City of La Marque, Galveston County and the City of Texas City have agreed to retain
a consultant to address the traffic concerns the residents of Omega Bay and Bayou Vista
have expressed concerning the traffic that the port will generate. We feel that this is a
positive step in the right direction to ensure that those concerns will be addressed.

The City Council and citizens of La Marque support the Shoal Point project and the
tremendous economic benefits it will have in the area. Since we have worked together
and taken steps to solve the concerns of our citizens, the City Council would support the
permit being issued for the port.

We are pleased with the response of the City ofTexas City and Galveston County for their
response to the concerns of our citizens and appreciate theIr help in assisting us. This is
just one more example of how we can work together to accomplish a goal that will benefit
everyone

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

1111 BAYOU LA MARQUE, TEXAS 77568-4299

Sincerely,

Mayor

a,4min~r~ . 0 1,i~ ~ n_c~’~r~ o.-,i~.-... ~ ~ri ~-.-. rv~o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ E~ ~ ~



5—17—02;12;44 ;CESWG. Regulatory ;4097666301 # 2/ 4

THE CITY OF

• ~V ‘./•

• i,:. TEXAS CITY
MAY 162002

CARLOSGARZA
Mayor

OFFICEOF TITlE MAYOR

May 13, 2002

Commander Leonard Waterworth
United States Army Corps of Engineers — Galveston District
P. 0. Box 129
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Re: USAGE Permit for Shoal Point Container Terminal

Dear Ccl. Waterworth:

The City of Texas City continues to work with its neighboring city of La
Marque to address the traffic concerns raised by the citizens of Omega Bay (La
Marque) and the Village of Bayou Vista.

Recently, the City of La Marque, Galveston County and the City of Texas
City agreed to retaifl a consultant to study the feasibility of,and identify, an
alternate route. Furthermore, La Marque and Galveston County re-affirmed their
support for the Shoal Point project and the issuance of the permit thereto.

Enclosed is a letter from County Judge James D. Yarbrough supporting
our project and the issuance of the permit La Marque Mayor Dennis Rygaard
has favored me with a copy of his letter of support previously mailed to you.

CG:sdc

Sincerely,

Mayo

“QPS - QualityPublic Service”

18W - 9th AvcnucNorth • P.O. Drawer2608• TexasCity, Texas77592.2608• Phone(409)643~5902• FAX (409)949-3090
E-MAIL; muyor-tx@cxas-ci~y-(x.org• hup;/Iwww.~cxas-city-x.org
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(409)766-2244
(281)316-8300Ext. 2244
Fax(409)765-2653

I , ~

JAMES ft YAR]3ROUGR
COUNTY JUDGE

COUNTY OF GALVESTON

MAY 1 6 2002

COUNTYCOURTHOUSE
722MOODY

GALVESTON, TEXAS 77550

April 29, 2002

Col. LeonardD. Waterworth
Commander,U. S. Army CorpsofEngineers
2000Ft. Point Road
P. 0. Box 1299

Galveston,TX 77553

Re: Application by City ofTexasCity for
USACEPermit for ShoalPointContainerTerminal

DearColonelWaterworth:

Thepurposeofthis letteris to expressoursupportfor the ShoalPointprojectandthetremendous
economicbenefits it will producefor ourcommunity.

GalvestonCounty,alongwith the cities of La Marque and Texas City have agreedto retain a

consultantto addressthetraffic concernsoftheOmegaBay andBayouVistaresidents. Thelocal
communitiesjoining togetherto provideanalternativetraffic routefor theShoalPointprojectis
anotherexampleof ourunparalleledintergovernmentalworkingrelationships.

Thankyou for yourconsiderationofissuingtheUSACEPermit to theCity ofTexas.

Sincerely,

J~sD. Yarbrough
JDY:mab

Email; eucyjdgc@co.galvcstontx.u~



APPENDIX I

ENGLISH-METRIC CONVERSION TABLE



Appendix I
English to Metric ConversionTable

ENGLISH-METRIC CONVERSIONS

Symbol V FromEnglish JJ Multiply By II To Metric II S~bol~

LENGTH J
in inches 2.5 centimeters cm

ft feet 30 centimeters cm

ft feet 0.3048 meters m

yd yards 0.9 meters m

mi miles 1.609 kilometers km

AREA

in2 squareinches 6.5 squarecentimeters cm2

ft2 squarefeet 0.0929 squaremeters m2

yd2 squareyards 0.8 squaremeters m2

mi2 squaremiles 2.59 squarekilometers km2

ac acres 4047 squaremeters m2

ac acres 0.4 hectares ha

VOLUME

pt pints 0.47 liters 1

qt quarts 0.95 liters I

gal gallons 3.8 liters 1

ft3 cubic feet 0.0283 cubicmeters m3

yd3 cubicyards 0.76 cubicmeters m3

cfs or ft3/s cubicfeetpersecond 0.0283 cubicmeterspersecond m3/s

cfs or ft3!s cubicfeetpersecond 0.646 million gallonsperday mgd

mgd million gallonsperday 0.0438 cubicmeterspersecond m3/s

mgd million gallonsperday 1.547 cubicfeetpersecond cfs or ft3/s

TEMPERATURE

°F I degreesFahrenheit 5/9 (°F-32) I degreesCelcius °C

440622/020135 I—i



METRIC-ENGLISH CONVERSIONS

Symbol FromMetr~~JI Multiply By To English ~ISymbol

LENGTH

cm centimeters 0.4 inches in

m meters 3.281 feet ft

m meters 1.1 yards yd

km kilometers 0.6214 miles mi

AREA j
cm2 squarecentimeters 0.16 squareinches in2

m2 squaremeters 10.76 squarefeet ft2

m2 squaremeters 1.2 squareyards yd2

km2 squarekilometers 0.3861 squaremiles mi2

m2 squaremeters 0.0002471 acres ac

ha hectares(10,000m2) 2.5 acres ac

VOLUME

ml milliliters 0.03 fluid ounces II oz

I liters 2.1 pints Pt

1 liters 1.06 quarts qt

1 liters 0.26 gallons gal

m3 cubicmeters 35.31 cubic feet ft3

m3 cubicmeters 1.3 cubicyards yd3

m3/s cubicmeterspersecond 35.31 cubicfeetpersecond cfs or ft3/s

m3/s cubicmeterspersecond 22.821 million gallonsperday mgd

TEMPERATURE I
degreesCelcius 9/5 (°C+32) I degreesFahrenheit °F

Source: TNRCC,2002f.

440622/020135 -2
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CONTENTS

Commentor Abbreviation

Section J-1: Agency Comments and Responses
National Marine Fisheries Service NMFS J-i
Fish and Wildlife Service FWS1 J-7

FWS2 J-12
U.S. Department of Transportation USDOT J-15
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency EPA J-16
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission TNRCC1 J-62

TNRCC2 J-66
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department TPW J-68
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board TSSWCB J-75

Section J-2: Interest Group Comments and Responses
Village of Bayou Vista VBV J-76
Galveston Bay Foundation GBF1 J-78

GBF2 J-86
City of LaMarque, Texas CLM J-88
Scenic Galveston, Inc SGI1 J-90

SGI2 J-93
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Gerald Hite GH J-124
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Russell W. Kiesling RWK J-130
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Jim Kirkendall JK J-133
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ColonelLeonardD. Waterworth
District Engineer,GalvestonDistrict
Departmentofthe Army, Corps ofEngineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston,Texas775531229

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic2nd AtmospherIcAdministration
NAflONAL MA~IN5FISHE~ECCERVICt

SoutheastRegionalOffice
9721 ExecutiveCenterDrive N.
St.Petersburg,Florida ?~3702

February15,2002

NMFS-1: Pink shrimp, juvenile gray snapper and stone crab have been
eliminated from the EFH discussions.

NMFS-2: (1) The proposed action is described in Section 2.4.
(2) An assessment of potential impacts to EFH has been added to Section
4 for each alternative and to the cumulative impacts section (Section 4.8).
(3) The views of the USACE regarding the effects of the action on EFH will
be presented in the Record of Decision. (4) Mitigation is discussed in
Section 4.2.15.5.

DearColonel Waterworth:

The National Marine FisheriesService(NMFS) hasreviewed theDraftEnvironmentalImpact
Statement(DEIS) for TexasCity’s Proposed ShoalPoint ContainerTerminal datedJanuary2002.
The proposedproject is located in GalvestonBayadjacentto theTexasCity ShipChannel. Our
commentsto the DEIS as-cas follows;

SECTION 3-AFFECTEDENVIRONMENT

3.14.8EssentialFishJlaI,itat IEEE)

The GulfofMexico Fishery ManagementCouncilhasidentifiedthe proposedprojectarea as
EFH for postlarval,juvenile, subadultand adultred drum (Sciaenopsoeellatus),white shrimp
(Liiopenaessssetrjerzes)assclbrownshrimp(Farfantepenaeusaztecus)andjuvenileandadult Spanish
mackerel(Scombrromorusmaculaiu.s). Therefore, referencesto all life stagesof pink shrimp,
juvenilegraysnapperand stonecrab shouldbe eliminated from this section.

Guidanceandproceduresfor implementingthe 1996amendmentsofthe Magnuson-StevcnsFishery
Conservationand ManagementAct (MSFCMA) (P.L. 104-297)were provided throughinterim
finalrulesestablishedby theNMFS in 1997(50CFRSections600.805- 600.930). Assetforth in
the NMFS interim final rules,EFH Assessmentsmust include; (1) adeoniptionof the proposed
action; (2) ananalysisofthe effects,including cumulative effects,ofthe actiononEFH, themanaged
species,and associatedspeciesby life historystage;(3) the Federalagency’sviewsregarding the
effects of the action on EEl!; and (4) proposedmitigation, if applicable, If appropriate,the
assessmentalsoshouldincludethe resultsofan onsiteinspection, the viewsofrecognizedexperts
on the habitator speciesaffects,aliteraturereview,an analysisofaltemativesto theproposedaction,
andanyother relevant information. Althoughrequiredby theNMFS interimfinal rules,there isno
correspondingFEBAssessmentin “SECTION 4- ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES”

NMFS-1

NMFS-2

440622/020135 J-1



The consultationrequirementsin theMSFCMAdirectFederalagenciesto consultwithN!vIFS when
anyof theiractivitiesmayhavean adverseeffecton EFH. The EFHrulesdefineanadverseeffect
as “any impactwhich reducesquality andlor quantityof EFH...(and]may include direct (e.g.,
contaminationor physical disruption),indirect (e.g., loss ofprey, reductionin species’fecundity),
site-specificor habitatwideimpacts,including individual,cumulative,orsynergisticconsequences
of actions.”Section305(b)(4)(A)oftheMSFCMArequires that NMFS provide BFH Conservation
Recommendationsfor Federalagencyactionor permitthat would result in adverseimpactsto EFH.
However,theDEIS doesnot containsufficient informationasrcquiredbytheEFHintesimfinalrules
for NMFS to provide EEl! ConservationRecommendationsto the Corps of Engineers(COE).
Therefore, to comply with theEFHconsultationrequirementseither: 1) the EFH assessmentinthe
DEIS needsto besignificantlyrevisedto include a completeEFH assessmentin theFinal ETS and
the COB mustaddressanyEFH ConservationRecommendationsthat NMFS may offer before
developinga RecordofDecisionor issuinga permit; or 2) the COB may provide NMFS with a
separateandcompleteEFH assessmentprior to thepublication oftheFinal BIS.

Section4-ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

4.2 SHOAL POINT - APPUCANT’SPROPOSEDSiTE

This sectionshould include a detailedassessmentof the proposedproject impacts to EFH and
Federallymanagedspecies.Seetheabovecommentsfor Section3.14.8.

4.2.l~ atic Ecology

This entiresectioncontainscontradictorystatements,is deficientin atrue assessmentofimpactsto
aquaticecologyandis poorly written. In fact, thefirst five sentencesofthe secondparagraphare
confusing said of little information concerning impactsto aquatic resources. For clarity, we
recommendthat the first five sentencesofthis paragraphbedeleted.Wealsorecommendthatentire
sectionbe significantlyrevisedto describetheproject impactsto the aquaticenvironmentin the
FinalEIS in order to beconsistentwith the requirementsof theNationalEnvironmentalPolicyAct
(NEPA).

For examplethefirst sentencestates,“The immediateareaofShoalPoint provides little habitat for
commercialor recreationalfish species(GLO, 199db).” This statementis not evenconsistentwith
theaffectedenvironmentdescriptionsprovided in section“3.14 AQUATIC ECOLOGY” provided
in the DEIS. If the statement is supposedto be aboutthe Shoal Point placement area, it is a
terrestrialhabitat andshouldnot be coveredin thissection. Either way, we recommendthat this
sentencebedeletedintheFinalEIS. Anotherexampleis thestatementthat, “Salinity effectsarcnot
anticipated ...“ followed two sentenceslaterby, ‘Most infaunal organisms,in theareaarerelatively
tolerantofsalinityfiuctuations(sincetheyareestuarine)andwouldremainunaffectedbyanysalinity
ch~gpsrelated to dredgingactivities.”

NMFS-3: The EFH assessment has been revised for each alternative.
NMFS conservation recommendations for EFH will be included in the ROD.

NMFS-4: In Section 4.0, a separate section detailing EFH impacts has
been added to each alternative.

NMFS-5 and NMFS-6: The impacts analysis for aquatic ecology at the
Shoal Point alternative, Section 4.2.15, has been revised as recommended.
Sections regarding potential aquatic ecology impacts for each alternative
have also been revised in Section 4.0.

NMFS-3

NMFS-4

NMFS-5

NMFS-6

2
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Theproposeddredgedmaterialplacementplanwillhavesigniflcantpermanent~ndtemporaryeffects
on aquatic resources. Specifically, over 100 acresofbay habitat availableforaquaticlife usewill
beconvertedto uplandsby leveeconstruction. Therewill alsobe a significant increaseinturbidity
in andaroundtheplacementareasduring leveeconstruction. Increasedturbidity affectsprimary
productivity, feedingrates offilter feedingorganismsandcan foul gills. Fluidmud flowsresulting
from the leveeconstructionmaysmootherbenthicirtfaunaandwill changethesedimentcomposition
aroundtheplacement areas,potentially affecting benthicinfaunzl communitycomposition. While
the beneficial usesites arebeing filled and dewatered, the areawithin them will no longerbe
availablefor aquaticorganismuse. Evenafter thebeneficialusesitesareopenedto the tides, itmay
takeseveralyearsbeforetheman-mademarshesarcasproductive astheopenwater theyreplaced.
Even though it is anticipated that thebeneficial usesplan will result in an net benefit to aquatic
resources,if properly planned, constructedandmanaged, the Final E1S must addressthe adverse
impacts associatedwith theproposedproject in orderto beconsistentwith NEPA.

APPENDIXA - CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 404/RIVERS& HARBORS ACT SECTION
10 PERMIT APPUCATION

Sheet10-Wecouldfindno recordsofhistoricseagrassgrowthin SwanLakeanddonotbelievethat —

the mitigationarea wouldbecurrentlysupportseagrasses.Therefore,themitigationplanshouldbe
revised to delete all referencesto seagrass. SwanLake historically was a shallowsecondary
embayrnentfringedby Spartina alterntfloramarshes.Anymitigationpianthatinvolvesrestoration
at Swan lake shouldonly targetthe restorationofelevationssuitablefor the growth ofSpartina
altern~tlora,not other highmarshspecies.Additionally, theplanview isnot to scale,so wewere
unableto determinethe exactwidth of themarshchannelsor marshareas. Recentstudieshave
shownthat transient fishery useofSpartina alterniflora marshesin thewesternGulf of Mexico
marshesdrops off significantly within three to four meters of a marsh edge.Therefore, we
recommendthat: 1) the mitigationplanbe revisedto targetthe restorationof Spartinaalrernzjlora;
arid2)thetidal marshchannelsbedesignedsothat all marshareasarewithin tenmetersofamarsh-
waterinterface(edge),ratherthandesigningthe marshto be a certainpercentopenwater.

Sheet11 - Parameter“4.” should set thevegetativecoveragegoal for two years,ratherthanthree
yearsasproposedby theapplicant. It hasbeen ourexperiencethattwo yearsis typicallya sufficient
amountof time to achieve70percentvegetativecoverageofSpartina alterniflora in theGalveston
Bay systemandhasbeenthe rrutigatiori standardin Texasfor over 15 years. A permit condition
shouldbe addedthat requires the applicant investigatewhy thetarget vegetativecoveragewasnot
achievedaftertwo yearsandto takeanycorrective actionsnecessaryto achievethemitigation goals.

NMFS-7: The impacts analysis for aquatic ecology at the Shoal Point
alternative, Section 4.2.15, has been revised as recommended. Sections
regarding potential aquatic ecology impacts for each alternative have also
been revised in Section 4.0.

NMFS-8: The requested changes have been made. It should be noted,
however, that the applicant proposes to include an area of high marsh
approximately 50 feet wide at the toe of the access road along the edge of
Swan Lake. This high marsh would transition to the low marsh and would
be an exception to the request that all marsh areas are within 10 meters of
a marsh-water interface.

NMFS-9: A minimum of 70% areal coverage three years after planting is
standard USACE condition.

NMFS-7

NMFS-8

NMFS-9

3
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NMFS-1O: The requested change has been made.APPENDIXB - DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN (DRAFTREPORT) SHOAL
POINTCONTAINERTERMINAL BERGERJABAMENGINEERS,INC.

6.4BeneficialUseSites

Pg 17 - The first sentencedf the sectionshouldbe revisedto state,“The intent of theBUS is to
createintertidalmarshhabitatto produce an overall netbenefit to thecontinuedproductionof fish
andwildlife resources.

Pg 18,par 2 - The last sentenceshouldbe revisedto state,“Due to potential sealevelriseand/or
subsidencein thearea, thefinal BUSinteriorgradeelevationswill bedevelopedfrom anelevation
surveyof a nearby referencemarshprior to the final filling ofeachnewmarshecU.”

6.4.1 SwanLake

For clarity, the textshould be revisedto indicatethat only newwork clays will be usedin the
restorationof SwanLake.

- BeneficialUseSites

Sincemonitoring andmaintenanceofthebeneficialusesitesthroughout th~50-yearprojectlife are
vital to theability oftheprojectto producetheplannednetenvironmentalbenefits,NMFS hasbeen
working closelywith theapplicant’s agentsandotherFederal andstatenaturalresourceagenciesto
develop a monitoring and managementplan for th~project. In August 2001, NMFS provided
Berger/Abam, Inc.,draft monitoring criteriadevelopedby an interagencyteamofbiologists,which
have beenincorporatedinto theproposedDredgedMaterial MaintenancePlan. Howeversincethe
time ofthissubmission,wehave continuedto review andrevisethecriteriato makethem easierto
implementandmoremeaningful. The following arearecommendedrevisionsto thosecriteriaz

Figure 5 - StabilizationofDredgeVolume

Change the Goal to MinimIze lossof dredgedmaterial from thebeneficialusesites.”

ChangePerformanceStandard2 to “Marsh loss should be no more than 30% of the initially
constructedmarshareafbr the life oftheproject.”

Add the following to Monitoring Method I, “Conduct aerial photography within 60 days post-
construction.Topographic surveysmaybe requiredif dredgefansarepresent.”

Add the following to remedial Action1, “Corrective measuressuch as dredgingto removethefan
or vegetativeplantingsmaybe requiredto mitigate for theunplanneddredgefan.”

4

NMFS-1O

NMFS-11: The requested change has been made; however, the initial
phrase (“Due to... in the area”) has been deleted so that the sentence
begins with “The final BUS..

NMFS-12: The requested change has been made, along with the provision
that other materials could be used if, through coordination with the natural

NMFS-1 I resource agencies, they are determined appropriate for success of the
marsh.

NMFS-13: The requested change has been made.

NMFS-12 NMFS-14: The requested change has been made; however, “marsh” has
been changed to “BUS” to maintain consistency throughout the DMMP.

NMFS-16

NMFS-15: The requested change has been made.

NMFS- 16: The following statement has been added: “Consider corrective
actions such as dredging to remove the fan or additional vegetative
plantings to mitigate for the unplanned dredge fan.”

NMFS-13

NMFS-14

NMFS-15
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NMFS-17: The requested changes have been made; however, “create a

marsh” has been changed to “create a BUS”.

NMFS-18: The requested changes have been made.

NMFS-21: The requested changes have been made.

NMFS-22: The requested changes have been made.

NMFS-23: The requested change has been made; however, the initial
NMFS-22 phrase (“Due to... in the area”) has been deleted so that the sentence

begins with “The final BUS...”.

NMFS-23 NMFS-24: This section has been revised to indicate that natural resource
agency personnel will be involved in the review and approval of reference
marshes.

Figure 7 - Vegetation

Revisethe Goal to, “Use dredged material to createas marsh similar to nearby marshes,while
minimizingimpactsto other ecologicallyimportanthabitats.

RevisePerformanceStandard 2 to, “No more than20% oftotal vegetative’cover,inclusiveof bare
ground,will behigh marshspeciessuchas...”

ReviseMonitoring Method 1 to, “Conduct site visits annually with resourceagenciesstaff to
determinespeciespresentandextentofvegetativecoverage.”

Revise Remedial Action 2 to, “Consider addingadditional material if site is too low to support
desiredvegetation.Considerexcavationandvegetativeplantingsif thereis too much high marsh.
Considerenhancingtidal exchange.”

Figure9-Hydrology

ReviseGoalto, “Achieve target elevationsnecessaryto permit intertidalfluctuationsofbaywaters
within theBUS.”

2. DESIGNGUIDELINES

Pg 32, Par1 - Revisefirst sentenceto stale, “The intent of the BUS is to createintertidalmarsh
habitat to produce an overall~etbenefit to thecontinuedproductionof fish andwildlife resources.”

Pg 32, Par 3 - The last sentenceshouldbe revisedto, ‘Due to potential sea level rise andior
subsidencein thearea,thefinal BUSinterior gradeelevationswill bedevelopedfromanelevation
surveyof a nearbyreferencemarsh prior to the final filling ofeachrmw marsh cell.”

2.1 SelectionofReferenceMarshes

This whole sectionshould be revised. Random selectionof a natural marshes could lead to the
selectionofahighlydegradedmarshasthereference.This is unacceptableto NMFS,sincethewhole
conceptof thebeneficialusesplan is to tradeonetypeofEFH (open water) for anotherhopefully
moreproductivetypeofhabitat(estuarmneemergentmarsh). The selectionofthenaturalreference
marsh(es)shouldbe basedupon identificationofhigh quality marsh habitat by natural resource
agencypersonnelin conjunction with theCOB andtheproject sponsor.

NMFS-17

NMFS-18
NMFS-19: Revised to read, “Conduct annual site visits with local resource
agency personnel to determine species present and extent of vegetative

NMFS-19 cover.”
NMFS-20: Revised to read, “Consider adding additional dredged material if

NMFS2O site is too low to support desired vegetation. Consider excavation and
vegetative plantings if area is too high. Consider enhancing tidal
exchange.”

NMFS-21

NMFS-24
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2.5.2 Dredged Material PlacementTechniques NMFS-25: The requested changes have been made.

Add the following sentenceto theendoftheparagraph,“Prior to thedesignandconstructionofeach
successiveBUS site, a review ofthe “lessons learned” from the previous marsh cellsshould be
reviewedto refinedesignparametersandrefineconstructiontechniques.”

2.6 SurfaceElevations

The sentenceshouldbe revisedto, “Due to potentialsealevelriseand/orsubsidencein thearea,the
finalBUSinterior gradeelevationswill bedevelopedfromanelevationsurveyofanearbyreference
marshprior to the final filling ofeachnew marshcell.”

Thankyou for your considerationof ourrecommendations.If we maybeof further assistance,
pleasecontactMr. EustySwaffordofour GalvestonFacilityat (409) 766-3699.

Sincerely,

NMFS-25 NMFS-26: The requested changes have been made; however, the phrase
“Due to... in the area,” was deleted so that the sentence begins with “The
final BUS...,” and “each new marsh cell” was changed to “each BUS” to
maintain consistency throughout the DMMP.

NMFS-26

AndreasMager, Jr.
AssistantRegionalAdministrator
HabitatConservationDivision

6
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FWSI -1: Comments noted. The following procedure was followed to
United States Department of the tnterior rrn~~orr

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Djvisicrn of EcologicalServices

17629El Camiso Iteat, Suite #211
Houston, Texas 77058-3051

281/286-8282/ (FAX) 281/488-5882

February 21, 2002

ColonelLeonard 0. Waterworth
GalvestonDistrict, Corps of Engineers
Atth: Regulatory l3raneh, SharonManzella Tirpak
P.O,l3ox 1229
Galveston,‘lexas 77553

DearColonel Waterwoeth:

Ihe Public Notice for l’ermit Application No, 21979would permit the City ofTexasCity to conStruct the
Shoal l’oint Container Terminal in threephasesadjacent to the TexasCity Channelon Shoal Point, an
activedredged material placementarea in Galveston County, Texas. This work would require the
deepeningofthe ‘texas City Channel to .45 feet MLT andconstruction ofa contiguouswharf arcs and
turning basin generating 11 million cubic yardsofmaterialwhich would be usedfor benrulcial uses.
The accessroadway to thesiteandthecontaineryard would fill 13.34 acresofinter-tidal marshand 9.7
acresof shallowopenwater for which 45 acresof wetlandswould be eonstr~ctedin thenorthern portIon
of Swan Lake. In addition, 357 acresofopenwater wouldbe filled to conStruct a beneficialusesite to
replacethe disposalcapacity lost for Texat City Channel maintenance. Six additional dredgedmaterial
placementareasareto be constructedover lilly yearsusing material from incrementalchannel
deepening,wharf dredging, and turningbasin construction. These wilt alsohold maintenancematerial
until target elevationsarc reachedand marshgrassis successfullyestablished.

‘the rsrvts~dDepartment ofthe Interior Msnual Instructions (503DM 1),dated August 3, 1973,assigns
responsibility for Department ofthe Interior coordination and review ofDcpartnienl ofthe Army permit
applications to the U.S. Pishand Wildlife Service. Our commentsarc provided in accordancewith these
instructions and with the Fish rind Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat.401, asamended;16 U.S.C.661,
et seq.).

The proposedaccessroad will impact approximetely 13 acres oftntertidal tnsrsh. ‘1li~0.48-acrearc’s,
located sdjscentto Loop 197, natty have submerged aquatic vegetationand ishighly valuablehabitat for
a variety offish andwildlife. Oneto two hundred birdt can be teenutilizing this area on a daily basis.
In addition, rails were observedfeedingin this marsh and are knownto nest in the arniearea in which
theyfeed. We do not believeanymitigation offered would be acceptablefor the lossof this 0.48-acres
of n,srsh. In addition, the Service’sinterpretation ofthe accessroad footprint (secsheet14)overlayed
on the Virginis Point USGS 1995 DOQQ showsthe impacts to be grater than 0.48-acres.

Recentstudies~ontrac’tedby the GalvestonBayNational EstuaryI’rogram
1

found that GalvestonBay has
lost over 34,000acresofwetlands from 1950to 1989and sheVirginia PointUSGS quadsanglemap
(containingthe project site) hassufferedthe grestestwetland lossofsoyUSGS quadrangle. No efforts
havebeenmsdeby theapplicant to avoid or mirttmizc impacts to thesewetlands. Duringthe preparation

white WA. TA. Tremhtay, E.G. Wrrmuiad, Jr., and L.R.Handley. Trends and status of

wcllaiid arid aquatic habitats in she GalvestonBaysystem,Texas. TheGalvestonDay National Estuary
Program Publication (GaNFP-3l)

225
p.

determine potential wetland impacts from the proposed access road
alignment. A wetland delineation was performed and wetland boundaries
were staked. USACE personnel verified the stake locations in the field.
Staked areas were surveyed by a professional land surveyor. The
proposed access corridor was then electronically overlayed on the
surveyed wetland area coordinates and the potential impacts to wetlands
were calculated. Photos were checked to compare acreage values and no
discrepancy was identified. The surveyed wetland delineation (see
Appendix A, Sheet 12) indicated 0.581 acres (0.01 5 and 0.566 acres) of
open water and 0.479 acres of wetlands would be impacted adjacent to
Loop 197 by the proposed access road.

No submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) was observed in the open water
area associated with these wetlands during the wetland delineation or the
field verification by the USACE. The USACE believes that impacts to this
marsh habitat can be mitigated.

FWS1-2: Several alternatives were considered by the applicant in the
alignment of the access corridor and other project features. Many of the
alignments that were considered to be feasible from an engineering
standpoint were undesirable from an environmental perspective. As a
result they were eliminated from further consideration prior to submittal of
the permit application.

For example, early in the permit application preparation process, an
alternative was considered to build an intermodal facility on Shoal Point. In
order to construct the corridor, the Galveston County Discharge Canal was
proposed to run through a viaduct under the proposed access corridor.

FWSI-1 Further evaluation by the applicant determined that the environmental,
hydraulic and monetary issues associated with the intermodal facility were
not warranted and the alternative was eliminated from further consideration.

Several other options were identified and considered. One of the proposed
FWSI-2 alternatives was to cross Swan Lake with a trestle bridge. This alternative

was eliminated because of environmental considerations.

I
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To minimize potential impacts to wetlands and Swan Lake, the current
alternative was proposed and investigated. This route uses upland areas
on the discharge canal levee to the extent feasible, with some wetland
impacts at the edge of Swan Lake (where the road footprint exceeds the
upland levee area) and near Loop 197. On February 27, 2001,
representatives of the USACE, TCIT, Berger/ABAM, and PBS&J met on
site with representatives of FWS, NMFS, TPWD and GLO to discuss the
wetland impacts on the edge of Swan Lake and the need to offset the
access road at the connection with Loop 197. An offset from the levee
along the canal was necessary because if the road remained on the levee
all the way to Loop 197, the intersection would occur at the Loop 197
bridge over the canal, which is not acceptable from an engineering or
practicability standpoint. The offset was minimized to the extent feasible,
and the loss of the impacted wetland areas is considered unavoidable.
These losses are accounted for in the calculation of wetland mitigation for
the project.

The proposed access road alignment was chosen to minimize impacts to
wetlands and wildlife habitat. Moving the currently proposed corridor would
result in even more impacts to wetlands, and consequently wildlife habitat.
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ColonelLeonard0. Watctworth I’age 2
Atirs: RegulatoryBranch,SharonMgnzella ‘firpok
February21, 2002

oftheDEIS theapplicantstatedtheaccessroadwouldbeconstructedovertheGalvestonCounty
DischargeCanal,however,thisis not presentedin theproposedpermitplansortheDEIS. We strongly
recommendtheaccessroadbeconstructedavoiding all intertidalmarshlocatedalong thesouthside of
theproposedroad,

Shoalpoint is aplacementareawhich wasoncethefocusof habitatcreationwithin andaroundthe
peripheryby installing openingsandplantingmarsh grass,all which failed completelyand for which no
rcrncdiatiortwaseverrequired.WhetherthebeneficialusesSitesproposedfor this projectbecome
bcautilul,calm inter-tidalmarshhabitator garbagedumpsin thehay is gotngto dependupon the degree FWSI -3
olpianning, commitment,andefforton thepart of the applicant. We do not seethis yet in the permit
applicatton. There are no specific promisesasto how much marshwill be establishedin eachplacement
area,whatcontingenciesarepromised,andanyspecificdesignfeaturesthattheCorpscan enforceover
thenext fifty years.

We like the ideas andconceptsin this projectatid theeffortsso farto demonstrategood fatth in carrying ~]
out thiswork, butwe do not believethe permit is detailedenoughto beenforceable;thesuccessofpilot FWSI -4
marsheffortson thehioustotaShipChannelhave not been completed to thesatisfactionof theService J
and,webelieve,otherenvironmentalagencies.

The Servicerequestedseveralimportant environmental protection featuresfor theDredgedMaterial
ManagementPlan to he included in theproject. We do not seethese its thepublicnotice. ‘fheseare:

It is very importantto maintaina sufficientamountofopenwaterwithin thesitesto replicate
naturalmarshfunctions. Thecurrent sitOsconstructedaspart ofthehoustonSlsipChannel
projectareproblematicdueto poor’ circulationofwaterthroughoutthecreatedmarshes.
Circulation shouldbeestablishedby keepingthesitessmall andcreating moreedge(under 200
ac in size),creating openwater channels,andprotectingorcreatingmarshandcirculation
channelsatexistingshorelines;i.e.,constructingsitesslightly offthorewheretheydonotabut
landmasses.

All SwanLakemarshconStructionboth asmitigationandasa buneficialusesSitO shouldbe
completedin PhaseI. A detailedplan is neededfor theconstructionof themarshwithin Swan
I.akesinceit alreadycontainssensitivehabitatandmoredamagethan goodcouldbe done
withoutproper careincluding damageto theexistingmarshhabitataswell asthesmall shell
islandslocatedalongtheeastedgeshouldnotbeadverselyimpacted.

fluid Mud Ftows(FLUMP) arenot addressedin thepublic notice or theDEIS. ‘fhe Serviceis concerned
that FI.UMF duringandsfterBUS l~veoconstructionwill haveanadverseeffectonbetathic organisms
and on areasthat mayhavepotential for oysterreef growth. The ServicerecommendsaFLUMPstudy
andmorsitoringplanbedevelopedfor theproposedRU SitCS. The monitoring planshouldbemodeled
afterthehouston-GalvestonNavigationChannelContractNo. 4, DredgingUpperBay,Atkinson Levee
FluidMsrd Elow Report,December2001,prepared by TurnerCollie & BradenInc. for thePortof
HoustonAuthority andtheU.S. Army Corps of Engineers.A compensationplanshouldbeimplemented
for impactswhich mayoccur to hcnthic organismsandoyster/shellsubstratein thesurroundingarea.

FWSI-3 & 1-4: Comments noted. Coordination with NMFS and other
agencies has been an ongoing process in the development of the DMMP,
especially in regards to monitoring and maintenance of the Beneficial Use
sites. Modifications to the DMMP (Draft Report), (Appendix B) have been
made per the request of NMFS and other agencies. See comments and
responses to NMFS-13 through NMFS-26 for details regarding these
changes. Ultimately, all BUS activities would be reviewed and overseen by
the USACE.

FWSI-5: Based on input from NMFS (see response to NMFS-8), the
mitigation plan has been revised to specify that the tidal marsh channels
will be designed so that all marsh areas are within ten meters of a marsh-
water interface.

FWSI-6: Only 3 million yards of material would be available for use during
Phase I. This is insufficient material to complete the SPBUS1 levees,
Swan Lake mitigation site, Phase I project site development, and the entire
Swan Lake restoration project. Also see responses to EPA-9 and EPA-la.

FWSI-7: The comment notes that Fluid Mud Flows (FLUMF) are not
addressed in the DEIS. This has been corrected by noting and quantifying
the potential effect in Section 4.2.15.2 of the FEIS. Essentially, this
discussion recognizes that in the course of building Beneficial Use site
levees, some of the material being discharged would be relatively fine and
thus tend to not settle immediately on the levee. The amount of these fines
would be a function of the characteristics of the dredged material and the
pumping distance. With a short distance, more of the material would be in
clay balls that settle rapidly. With a long distance, more of the cohesive new
work material would be broken into fines with poor settling characteristics.

The December 2001 FLUMF report on the Atkinson Levee on the Houston
Ship Channel suggested that a distance ranging from about 1,400 feet to
about 2,500 feet from the levee center might be affected by fines to a depth
of less than 2 inches. The report also notes some difficulty in distinguishing
between the existing sediment and new FLUMF material. The affected area
would experience a short-term habitat disruption following Beneficial Use
site levee construction, but recolonization of the sediments by infaunal
communities is expected to occur over a 3-12 month time period. In
addition, any areas of hard bottom within the 2,500 ft swath could be buried
and thus not be suitable for oyster habitat. However, this FLUMF material

FWSI-5

FWS1-6

FWSI-7
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tends to not settle easily and thus can easily be resuspended by larger
wind waves. It is likely that areas with harder bottom have sufficient wave
energy to maintain that condition and would revert to that condition after
dredging is complete. Areas that would be shielded from wave energy,
such as the one to the northwest of BUS3, would probably experience less
wave scour. In this case the bottom would tend to accumulate more soft
sediments, independent of the FLUMF process.

The USACE typically does not require compensatory mitigation for impacts
related to creation of Beneficial Use sites because of the habitat value
associated with beneficial uses as compared to traditional placement of
dredged material (i.e., in upland placement areas).
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Colonicij.conardD.Wsterworth Page3 FWSI-8: The USACE will review and oversee the mitigation area and
ALit: RegulatoryBranch,SharonManzehla Ttrpck Beneficial Use site construction.
February21, 200/7—

FWSI-9: Comment noted. See responses to NMFS-19 and NMFS-24.
Thisprojectis vast,and its time frame for completion is two generationsaway. ‘Ihebeneficialusesites ‘1
mustbe successfullymanagedarid maintainedthroughoutthe life of the project. We seeno reasonwhy FWSI -8
theCorpsofEngineersdoesnotrequirea bondto guaranteethat,shouldthejoint ventureon this effort
fail, therewill bemoneyavailableto completeprojectsbegunbutnotyet finished.

We aresimultaneouslyproviding commentson the draft EIS which includes a Dredged Material
ManagementPlan beingworkedon in coordinationwith conservationagencies.We believefonnal
coordinationshouldconti tueoverthe life oftheprojectasapermitrequirementand key decisionsbe
agreeduponby theparticipantsbeforetheyareapprovedby the Corpsfor implementationto fulfil permit FWSI 9
comtnitments, Our commentson thedraftEIS will reflecttheconcernsexpressedaboveatd
recommendthatthehIS not be approvedfor acceptanceuntil thesemattersaxeincludedascommitments
for environmentalprotection.

‘thank you for the opportunity to commenton this ~esmi tsp lication. If you haveany questionspleaae
contactmc orMoni DeVciraat 28l/216-S282. /

Sinceré(

F eden . Werner -

g P ‘ eader,Clear J.ake ItS Field Office

cc:
Envmronnicnl’alProtectionAgency,Marine & WetlandsSection6WQ.EM, Dallas,TX
TexasGeneralLand Office,L.a Porte,TX
Coastal Permitting AssistanceOftice, Pat Alba, NRC,CorpusChrrsti,TX
NationalMarine FisheriesServicc,HabitatConservationDivision, Galveston,TX
NationalParkService,SouthwestRegion,SantaFe,NM
TexasNatural ResourceConservationCommission,WatershedManagementDiv., Austin, TX
TexasParksandWildlife Department,Austin, ‘l’X
TexasParks and Wildlife Department, ResourceProtection Branch, Houston, ‘IX
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United States Departmentof the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Division of Ecolo~iea1Services
17629 131 CsmiuoReal, Suite #211

Houston, Texas77058-3051
281/286.8282/ (FAX) 28t1488.5882

February21, 2002

Colonel Leonard D. Waterworih
Galvtsiort District, Corps (if Engineers
Auti: RegulatoryBranch.SharonManzella Tirpak
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553

Dear Colonel Waterworth:

We havereviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the City ofTexas City’s
ProposedShoal Point Container Termirtal, Galveston County, Texas.

General Comments

The DEIS adequately comparesenvironmental impacls betweenalternative sites. Basedupon what the —

DItIS haspresented.we believeShoal Point is one of the leastenvironmentally damaging alternatives.
However,we believethat theproposed impactsto ShoalPoint can be minimizedby shifnitig the access
road to die north and submitting detailed restoration plaits for Swan Lake. In addirion, we arc
concernedwith tht~successof the proposedbeneficial useSites (BUS) andguaranteesthat theproposed
project and mitigtttion will be cornrpleted.

‘the beneficial usesitescreated for the Houston Ship Channel are problematic due topoor circulation,
loss 01’ material outsideof tIme BUS foot print, and Impactscausedby fluid mud flows to time
surrounding area. A list of concernswassubmitted in a letter dared July 10, 2001, during the
preparation of the 01(15,however,most of theseconcerns have not yet been incorporated into the
DIES.

Specific Comments

RoadwayTraffic Impact Analysts,Sectinn4.2,2,Page4-15

The Servicehas received hatters from the residentsof OmegaBay who strongly opposetheproposed
developmentof thecontainerterminalfacilities sit TexasCity due to air quality and noiseeffectscaused
by the increasein truck traffic. Alternateroutesto the terminalshould besubmittedwith supporting FWS22
documentationdemonstraiingwhich route is theleastenvironmentallydamagingmu thesurrounding
neiglrborhioods.

440622/020135 J-1 2

FWS2-1: Comments noted. Responses to General Comments are
provided below under Specific Comments. Also see response to FWS1
letter.

FWS2-2: In response to public comments received from many residents of
communities located near Exit 7 on IH 45, public officials representing
Galveston County and the cities of Texas City and La Marque have initiated
discussions with TxDOT regarding the possibility of developing an
alternative route for trucks to use as access between the proposed
container terminal at Shoal Point and IH 45. Also see response to FL1-1
(Form Letter 1 in private citizen comment responses).
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FWS2-3: See responses to FWS1-1 and FWS1-2.

HabitatChances,Section4.2J0.6.Pace4-59and Vecetatioti,Sec.4212, Pggg~-6~

We strongly recomanesidthe 0.48-acreof’ wetlandslocatedadjacentto loop 197be avoided. The
Service’sinterpretation of tIme accessroad footprint (seesheet14) overlaycdon the Virginia Point
USGS 1995 DOQQ showsthe impactsto be grater than0.48 acres, No effortshave beets madeto
avoidor minimizeimpactsto rIta thesewetlands.We believe there ann moore than0.48-aercthat will be
impactedby the accessroad. Oneto two hntntclredbirdscasthe semi utilizing this areaon adaily basis.
This includesducks,colonial waterbirds,andshorebirds. in addition, rails areseenfrequently feeding
in this estuary arid areknow to nestin the sameareain whichthey feed. Tins areamay contain
submergedaquaticvegetation(SAV) and it highly valuablehabitatfor a variety of fish andwildlife.
We do not believeSwan Lakewill supportSAV growth andthereforedo norbelieveany mitigation
wantld beacceptableto replacethis habitatonce it is lost. Theapplicantshouldprovidealternativesfor
constructionandorientationofthe accessroad. —

TerrestrialWildiife,,~,Section4.2.14.Page4-63

‘l’li~ DEIS stares“constructionactivitiesmight resultinn the directdestructionof thoseorganismsnot
mobile enoughto avoideommstructionequipment.Thesewould Include severalspeciesof animalsstaid if
the constructiontakesplaceduring rise breedingseasons,the young of somespecies,including nestling
andfledgling birds”. Migratory birds(e.g.,waterfowl, shorebirds,pass.erirnes,hawks,owls vultures,
falcons)are affordedprotectionunder time Migratory Bird TreatyAct (MRTA)(40 Star.755; 16 U.S.C.
703-712). It is unlawful “by army meansor manner,to pursue,hunt, take,capture,[or] kill” any
migratorybird, part, nestoregg of any tacIt bird exceptaspermittedby regulation. The isstpicmimenting
regulationscontainno expressauthority for apermittingsystemfor unintentional take,but ratherfocus
on activities wherekilling or capturingthe birds is the purposeof time take activity.

TheServicestrivesto work with personsor entities in the modification of plansordesignsso that the
takenibirtit Is eliminated,if possible. As anexample,we recotonrendprohibiting all activity within
1500feetof active colonialwaterbirdnestingareasfrom February1510 September1. ‘l’lr~
implementationof Iris restrictionwould ensurethat yourprojectdoesnot violate the MB’TA.

AlthoughSimoal Point is noran officially recognisedhistoric nestingsire r~cordcd1st he TexasColonial
~VssterbirdCensusdamabsuse,treatingby colonialwatrurbirnis still couldoccur thereandall necessary
precautionsmustbemadeto avoidkilling nestingbirds.

Appendix B
Drcdcc Material Mania~cmcntPlan (Draft Report)for Shoal PointContainerTcrmninal

BeneficialU~eSites,Section6 4, Paee17

Recommendationsmade for the first draft nf the DredgeMaterial ManagementPlait (0MM?)
havenot been iniplemnetuted into due proposed DMMP itt the DEJS. Pleasereview the letterdatedJuly
10. 2001 and seeadditional comments tnade below.

Colonel LeonardD. WaLe’rworthl Page2
Allis: RegulatoryBt~mrch,SharonMansetlaTirpak
February 2!, 2002 FWS2-4: Section 4.2.14 has been revised to include FWS recommendations

for avoiding impacts to migratory birds. As a result of this comment letter and
the EIS process, the applicant has been made aware of his obligations with
regard to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

FWS2-5: The 10 July 2001 letter is included in Appendix H. A summary of the
concerns expressed in the letter follows:
(1) Oyster reefs should be avoided. If reefs cannot be avoided then mitigation

FWS2-3 should be conducted. In addition, oysters within 1000 feet of the proposed
BUS may be damaged due to siltation and mudflows.

Response: Field truthing was conducted by resource agencies during
development of the Draft DMMP. The results indicated that north of SPBUS1,
the potential oyster habitat consists of shelly mud. The shelly mud had benthic
organisms to support oyster habitat but no oyster reef was found. Regardless,
to minimize potential impacts, SPBUS1 was located 1000 feet northeast of the
shelly mud found near Swan Lake. The USACE typically does not require
compensatory mitigation for impacts related to creation of Beneficial Use sites
because of the habitat value associated with beneficial uses as compared to
traditional placement of dredged material (i.e., in upland placement areas).

(2) Beneficial Use sites (BUS) — It is very important to maintain a sufficient
FWS2-4 amount of open water within the sites to replicate natural marsh functions.

Keep the site small and create more edges; create open water channels;
protect or create marsh and circulation channels at existing shorelines.

Response: See responses to EPA-9 and NMFS-8.

(3) Swan Lake — Swan Lake restoration should be completed during Phase I.

A more detailed plan for marsh construction should be submitted.

Response: See responses to EPA-lU, FWS1-6, and TNRCC1-2.

(4) Goals and Objectives — Changes to the goals and objectives were
discussed in an interagency meeting on June 25, 2001.

Response: The results of these discussions are presented as flow charts in the
FWS2-5 revised DMMP.
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Page 3 FWS2-6: See responses to EPA-lU and FWS1-6.ColonelLeonardD. Waicrworth
Attmm: RegulatoryBranch,Simsrun ManzcllaTirpak
February21, 2003- FWS2-7: See response to FWS1-7,

SwnnLake, Section6.4.1,Page18

TheServicerecommendsSwanLake restorationhecompletedin Phase[and that only new work 1
materialbeusedfor th~reconstrtmctionof rite timarsh. A detailedrestorationplanfor SwanLake oust FWS2—6
hesubmittedbeforethe Servicewill approvethe EIS cur a404 permit. J
ShoalPoint,Seciiomn 6.4 3, Paj~gJ,~

Fluid Mud Flows (FLUMP) arcnotaddrestedin the DEIS. The Serviceis concerutcelthat PLUMP
during ammd afterBUS leveecorisiruenionwill haveanadverseeffecton benthicorganismsand 0mm areas
that may havepotential for oysterreefgrowth. The Servicenecnrnmendsa FLUMP studyand
monitoringpianbedevelopedfor the proposedSU sites. Time monitoringplanshouldbe modeledafter FWS2-7
the Houston-GalvestonNavigation Channel Contract No. 4, Dredging UpperBay, Atkinson Levee
FluidMud Plow Report,December2001, preparedby TurnerCollie & Braden Inc. for thePortof
HoustonAuthority andthe U.S. Army Corpsof Enmgineers. Dependingon time resellsof thto studya
compensationplum may be necessaryfor impactswhich occurto benthicorganisansandoyster/smell
substratein thesurrouunrhingarea. —

Summary

Time DEIS lmasriot yet dealtadequatelywith severalimportantissues involving the reductionof immmpacls
andprotectionof aquaticresourcesduringcoostruction. Theseshouldbe addressed cforc the final

Eco1og~aiSr Clea Lake Fi~81doffice, fb:adlc 1 of

ssistantProjectLeader,Clear Lake ES Field
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FEB 132002 USDOT826 FederalBuilding
300 E. 8~’~Street
Austin, Texas 78701 USDOT-1: No response required.

February 11,2002
U.S. Department
of Transpoctation
FederalHighway
Administration

In Reply Refer To:

TexasDivision HB-TX

DraftEnvironmentalImpactStatement
TexasCity’s ProposedShoal PointContainerTerminal

Ms. SharonTirpak
U.S. Army CorpsofEngineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston,Texas77553

DearMs. Tirpak:

WehavereviewedtheaboveDraftEnvironmentalImpactStatementandhaveno comments.

Sincerelyyours,

Oar/N. Jo son,P.E.
AreaEngineer

USDOT-l

J-15440622/020135



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
‘a” ~ REGION 645 1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200

DALLAS, TX 76202-2733

~‘ ,a~ ‘ 20U
Colonel LeonardD.Waterworth MAR 2 3
District Engineer
GalvestonDistrict
U.S. Army CorpsofEngineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston,TX 77553-1229

DearColonel Waterworth;

In accordancewith ourresponsibilitiesunderSection309 oftheCleanAir Act, the
NationalEnvironmentalPolicy Act (NEPA), andtheCouncil on EnvironmentalQuality (CEQ)
Regulationsfor ImplementingNEPA, theU.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency(EPA) Region
6 officein Dallas,Texas, hascompletedits reviewof theDraftEnvironmentalImpactStatement
(DEIS) for theproposedShoalPointContainerTerminal,TexasCity, Texas.

EPAratestheDEIS as EC-2,’ i.e.,EPAhas ‘Environmental Concerns and Requests
Additional Information in theFinal EIS (EElS). EPA hasidentifiedenvironmentalconcerns
andinformationalneedsto beincludedin theFEIS to complementandto morefully insure
compliancewith therequirementsof NEPAandtheCEQregulations. Areasrequiringadditional
informationorclarificationinclude;air quality andconformitycertification,landuseandzoning,
coastalzonemanagement,surfacetransportation,communityinfrastructure,noise,dredge
materialplacement,socioeconomic,aesthetics,lighting andothers. We suggestthat the
alternativeselectedbefully mitigatedfor thoseimpactsthat areunavoidableandthat amitigation
planbeincorporatedin theRecordof Decisionandmade conditions to theSection10/404Corps
ofEngineerspermit,asappropriate.

Our classificationwill bepublishedin theFederalRegisteraccordingto our responsibility
underSection309 of theCleanAir Act, to inform thepublic of our viewson proposedFederal
actions. Detailedcommentsareenclosedwith thisletter whichmoreclearly identify our
concernsand theinformationalneedsrequestedfor incorporationinto theFEIS. If youhave any
questions,pleasecontactMike Janskyof my staff at 214-665-7451for assistance.

EPA appreciatestheopportunityto reviewtheDEIS. Pleasesendour office five copies
oftheFEISwhenit is sentto theOfficeof FederalActivities, EPA (Mail Code2252A), Arid
PiesBuilding, 1200PennsylvaniaAye, N.W., Washington,D.C. 20460.

Sincerelyyours,

~ ‘~

RobertD. Lawrence,Chief

Office of Planningand
Coordination(6EN-XP)

Enclosure InuerneuAddress (URL) - htup://svww.epa.gsvtearthl ,61
Recyded/RecyOsbie ‘ Pested web Vegetable O~IBased lurks as Recycled Papeu (Menmum 30% Pssucossumer)
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DETAILED COMMENTS
ON THE

PROPOSEDSHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL
TEXAS CITY, TEXAS

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)

Background

The Shoal Point Container Terminal is proposedto meet a regional need for development
of a containerized cargogateway similar to the gatewaysestablishedfor thePacific Rim at the
ports of LosAngelesandLongBeach,California. The regional needis driven by significant
growth in container traffic within theTexas Central Gulf region,aswell as projectedgrowth in
theLatin American market. The proposedShoal Point Container Terminal hasthe capacityto
meetpartofthe regional capacity demandsandto allow theTexas Central gulf regionto remain
a viablecompetitor in thecontainerizedcargo market. In addition, theproposedShoal Point
Container Terminalhas thecapacityto relievemany ofthelandside constraints cunently
experiencedby other container facilities in theHouston regionandthegreaterU.S. port system.

Alternatives Evaluated

Sevenalternatives wereanalyzed in this DEIS. They consistof thefollowing;

No-Action Alternative

The No-Action alternative is equivalentto a Corps of Engineers(COB) denial ofthe
permitfor the facility. In the eventofpermitdenial,no container terminalwouldbe built at
Shoal Point, andit is assumedfor this EIS that nonew container terminalfacilities wouldbe
built to servetheHouston area. The market for containerizedcargo in this regionis expectedto
risesteadilyoverthenextseveralyears.While it is possiblethat other container terminal
facilities would be constructedto meet thisregional need, theuncertaintiesrelated to the size,
location, andtiming of such facilities leadto the approachusedto evaluatethe No-Action
alternative in this DEIS (i.e., that no suchfacilities would be constructed). Under theNo-Action
assumptionthat no newcontainer terminal facilities would be constructed in theGalvestonBay
area, it is further assumedthat the additional containerized cargo would mostlikely be
transported into andout of theHouston area from other container terminals (e.g.,NewOrleans)
via truck or rail.

ProposedAlternative - Shoal Point

Shoal Point is an activeCOB DredgeMaterial PlacementArea (DMPA) for maintenance
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of the Texas City Channel, TexasCity Turning Basin, IndustrialCanal, Industrial Canal Turning
Basin, andother areas maintainedby thePort of TexasCity UsersGroup. The proposed
containerterminalfootprint wouldcover 400 acres, Partofthe area correspondsto a 100-acre
site originally knownas SnakeIsland, but most of the area was built up as partof the COE’s
placementof dredged material on the area referred to as ShoalPoint. The site currently consiht.s
of poorlyconsolidateddredgedmaterial. Approximately51 acresof wetlandhabitatsoccuron
thesite, includingapproximately13 acresofjurisdictionalwetlands.Duringtheconstructionof
the terminal,theproject site would undergoa consolidation program to minimize theamount of
settlementthat couldoccurafterthe terminal is in operation. The consolidationprogramwould
likely consistof the installation ofwick drains, along with soil surcharge.No demolitionof
structures would beexpectedfor this site,

PelicanIsland Alternative

PelicanIslandis anactive,uplandconfinedCOE DMPA, locatedjust northof and
separatedfrom GalvestonIslandby theGalvestonShip Channel. The 400-acrefootprint for the
terminalwouldbelocatedon thenortheasterncornerof theisland,with wharffrontage on the
northsideof the island, faring the Bolivar Roads channel.Partofthisfootprint would be located
outsideofthe leveedDMPA in a lagoonalareathat hasno tidal inlet. The only apparent tidal
issfiuenceoccursduringseasonalevents. Mitigationwould be required for unavoidableimpacts
to approximately 7 acresof non-jurisdictional freshwaterwetlandswould be impactedby the
landaccesscorridor.

This alternativewould require a new berthingareaandentrancechannel. Noturning
basinwouldbe neededbecauseofthe configurationof theproposedentrancechannel.All areas
of dredgingwould be deepenedto -45 feetMean Low Tide (MLT). The berthing areawould be
approximately 6,000feetin length and200feetin width. The berthing area andentrancechannel
wouldbe locatedsouthwestofBolivar Roads. An estimated13.1 million cubicyards(mcy) of
material wouldbe dredgedfor theberthingareaandentrancechannel. This material would be
usedasfill for theterminal and placedinto existinguplandDMPAs orusedin thecreationof
Beneficial Useareas. Placementofmaterial in existing DMPAs would result in lossofDMPA
capacitycurrentlyusedfor Bolivar RoadsandtheGulf IntracoastalWaterway(GIWW).

Bayport Alternative

TheBayportalternativesite is locatedalongthewesternshoreof GalvestonBayin Harris
County, Texas,within the City of Pasadena’scorporate boundaries. The terminal would be
located on the southern side ofthe existingBayport ShipChannel, a channelcutinto the
mainlandjust north of Red Bluff to serve existing industry.

All areasof dredgingfor theBayportalternativewould bedeepenedto -45 feetMLT.
The Bayport Ship Channel (3.6miles in length) is currently maintainedto a depth of-40 feet
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MLT. This alternativewould require a newberthing area approximately 6,000 feet in lengthand
200 feet in width, locatedsouthof theexistingBayportShipChannel. It is estimatedthat
approximately 2.4 mcy of material wouldbe dredged for theberthingarea. The proposedturning
basinwouldbe 1,200 feetin diameter. It is estimatedthat approximately 0.4 mcy ofmaterial
would bedredgedduringtheconstructionof the turning basin. The currentgeometryof the
BayportShipChannelwouldnot be changedduring the constructionoftheterminal. It is
estimatedthat approximately 3.9 mcy of material would be generatedduring the deepeningofthe
channel.The total, 6.7mcy ofdredge material, wouldbe usedas fill for the terminal andplaced
into existing upland DMPAs orusedin the creationBeneficial Useareas, Placementof material
in existingDMPAs would result in lossofDMPA capacity currently usedfor the HoustonShip
Channel.

No intennodalyard would beexpectedfor thisalternative. It is anticipated that the
majority of rail traffic wouldusethe existingBarboursCut intermodal yard facility (lessthan 10
miles from site). It is anticipated that two additional yards in the greaterHouston area would
experienceaminimal amountofrail traffic originatingfrom this terminallocation.

Spilman’s Island Alternative

Spillman’s Island,an activeCOE upland confinedDMPA, is locatedon the shoreline
along theSanJacintoRiver on the westernside ofthe Houston Ship Channel. No longeran
island, Spillman’s Island is locatedjust southofthe Fred Hartman Bridge (SH 146 river
crossing). If constructedat this site, theterminal would be located within the City of La Porte
andHarrisCounty. The City of La Porteborders the City ofMorgan’s Point to the south.

All areas of dredging for the developmentof a container terminalat Spiilman’s Island
would need to be deepenedto -45 feetMLT. The Houston Ship Channel is scheduledto be
deepenedfrom -40 feet MILT to -45 feetMLT in this area by September2002. The berthing area
would be located southwestofthe Houston Ship Channel. It is estimatedthat approximately 7.7
mcy of material would be dredged for theberthing area and channel. The proposedturning basin
would be 1,200 feet in diameterandlocated on the opposite(eastern)side ofthe Houston Ship
Channel. It is estimatedthat approximately 1.9mcy of material wouldbe dredged during the
construction of theturning basin.

Roadway infrastructure is available at the site. It is assumedthat theprojectwould tie in
with theexisting network of roadwaysystemsat theBarbours Cutterminal. Nointermodal yard
is expectedfor this alternative. It is anticipated that themajority of rail traffic wouldusethe
existingBarbours Cut facility. It is anticipated that two additional intermodal yards in thegreater
Houstonarea wouldexperiencea minimal amount of rail traffic originatingfrom this terminal
location.

Alexander Island Alternative
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AlexanderIsland,an active,uplandconfinedUSACE DMPA, is located along the San
JacintoRiveron thewesternsideof theHoustonShipChannel,just northof theFred Hartman
Bridge (SH 146river crossing). The terminal wouldbe on theeasternside of the island with
wharf frontage facingtheHouston Ship Channel.The terminal wouldbe located within the City
ofLa PorteandHarris County.

All areas ofdredging for theAlexander Island alternative wouldbe deepenedto -45 feet
MILT. The Houston ShipChannel is scheduledto be deepenedfrom -40 feet MILT to -45 feet
MLT in this area by September2002. This alternative would require a newberthing area and
entrancechannel to be locatedwestof the existing HoustonShip Channel. Dueto the
configuration of theentrancechannel,no entrancechannelwouldbe usedas fill for terminal
developmentandplacedinto existingupland DMPAs and/orpotential Beneficial Useareas.
Placementof material in existingDMPAs would resultin loss of DMPA capacity currently used
for theHouston Ship Channel.

Mitigation wouldbe required for unavoidable impacts to approximately 6 acresof
jurisdictional wetlands locatedalong easternandsouthern shorelines. Thesewetlands are outside
oftheleveessurround theDMPA. Most are saltlbrackish marsh and unvegetatedshoreline.
Natural, brushy areas, a small brackish-to-fresh pond, and a bird rookery also occur in the area to
be impacted.

There is no current accessto Alexander Island. A newfour-lane accessroadway with a
new multi-span bridge (crossingUpper SanJacintoBay) would be required for accessto the
project site. Improvements to existing roadwayswouldalsobe required wherethe newroadway
would terminate on themainland.

No intermodal yard wouldbe expectedfor this alternative. It is anticipated that the
majority ofrail traffic wouldusethe existingBarboursCut facility. It is anticipated that two
additional intemiodal yards inthe greaterHouston area would experiencea minimal amount of
rail traffic originating from this terminal location.

Cedar Point Alternative

The alternative site at Cedar Point is locatedon thenortheast shoreof GalvestonBay in
ChambersCounty, Texas. The terminalwould be located within the corporate limits of theCity
ofBaytown. This alternative would require extensivedredging ofnew channel and deepeningof
the existing Cedar Bayou channel to provide deepwaternavigation from theproject location to
the Houston Ship Channel. All areas ofdredging for the CedarPoint alternative would be
deepenedto -45 feet MILT. Developmentofa container terminal in this location would require a
new berthing area, a newdeepwaterchannel,anda turning basin. The berthing area and turning
basinwouldbe located wholly within themainland of CedarPoint. This footprint waschosento
avoid an active landfill andpetroleum pipelines and wells.
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Over550 acresof undevelopedland, including upland andwetlandforests,shrublands
andgrasslandswouldbe convertedto theport facility. Approximately 75 acresofprimarily
freshwaterwetlands would be lost, including 6 acresofforestedwetlands. However, only the
estuarineshorelinewetlands(approximatelyI acre)would beconsideredjurisdictionalunder
Section404regulationsandrequiremitigation. Roadway accessto the sitewouldbeavailable
via FM 1405and BeachRoad (FM 2354). BeachRoadwouldneedto be realigned to
accommodatetheterminal location. Both roadwaysare two-laneartesials. They would both
needto be improved to four lanes. No rail serviceis currently available at theCedar Point site.
The nearestrail spur is approximately 2.5 milesfrom the site. In the early years ofthe project,
the container traffic destined for movementby rail wouldprobably be distributed evenlybetween
BarboursCut, the UPRRintermodalyard, andth BNSF intermodalyard. It is assumedthat a
separateintermodal yard wouldbedevelopedin the future,

Preferred Alternative

The Shoal point Alternativeis thepreferred alternative. It is discussedabovein Section
1.2 oftheDEIS.

DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DEIS

Air Quality and Conformity Review Comments.

The City ofTexas City has applied to theU.S. Army Corpsof Engineers(USACE)for a
Clean Water Act Section404permit and RiversandHarbors Act Section 10 permit for dredge
and fill activities relatedto theconstruction of a marine container terminal at Shoal Point in
TexasCity. The USACE has requestedcommentsfrom EPA Region 6 on its conformity
determination, sincethisproject would be built in a “Severe-17” nonattainment area for ozone.
The USACE’s role in theproject is the construction of the accessroad, thewarf’, andthe portion
ofthecontainer yard that is constructedover wetlands; and the dredgingof thechannel,berthing
areas,andturningbasin. According to ourinterpretation of 40 CFR Part93,only a portion of the
direct emissionsassociatedwith the construction of theproject are theUSACE’sresponsibility,
with regard to a conformity determination. However, theDEIS considersboth thedirect and
indirect emissionsassociatedwith theconstructionof theproject and the indirect emissions
associatedwith the operationof theproject, and theseemissionswerealso reviewed. EPA offers
thefollowing detailed commentson air quality andconformity related issues;

1. 40 CFR 93.158(a)(5)(A)and 30TAC 101.30(h)(1)(E)(i)(I) require theTexasNatural
ResourceConservationCommission(TNRCC) tomake a certification (with public review) that
theemissionsassociatedwith the construction,togetherwith all other emissionsin the
nonattainment area, will not exceedthe emissionsbudget specifiedin the applicableState
Implementation Plan(SIP). We donot find such a certification from TNRCC supporting your
draft determination. The determination is neededto meetthe criteria in therulesfor determining

EPA-I: By letter from the TNRCC to the USACE dated 18 March 2002,
the TNRCC stated that it could provide a a positive General Conformity
Analysis if the project sponsors made commitments to minimize certain
project emissions and if these commitments are addressed in the FEIS
(Section 4.2.1.2). On April 15, 2002, a meeting was held with the TNRCC,
the USACE, and the project sponsors to discuss these commitments. The
project sponsors provided a response to the TNRCC by letter dated August
30, 2002. Based on these commitments and other project information, the
TNRCC issued a certification by letter dated September 9, 2002 that the
construction emissions from the proposed project are accounted for in the
applicable SIP. A copy of this letter is found in Appendix H-9 of the FEIS.

The FEIS and the Final General Conformity Determination have been
enhanced to include the sponsor’s commitments. The public participation
and public notice requirements of the General Conformity Rules provide for
public involvement by making the final general conformity documentation,
including the TNRCC’s final determination letter, public.

EPA-I
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conformity. Pleaseprovided the requesteddocumentation andcertificationin theFinal (FEIS).

2. The Conformity Determination statesonpage 3-1 of theDEIS that “The useof electric
dredging, where feasible,would essentiallyeliminate all emissionsfrom thesedredging
activities.” Since this requires the useof specializedequipment, andwill be relied upon in partto
enabletheemissionssubjectto USACE responsibility to fall belowthede minimis level for
someyears,itsusemustbe Federally enforceable,as describedin 40 CFR 93.160, and EPA’s
(July 13, 1994)General Conformity Guidance; OuestionsandAnswers, page 12. The proper
vehiclefor this is theUSACE’s permit. Pleasedocumentin the FEIS that suchassuranceswill be
provided asa condition to the USACE permit.

3. EPA is concernedif thebuild/no build analysisof theoperations adequatelyconsidered
theincreaseddemand that would result from construction ofthe container terminalat Shoal
Point. In particular, theUSACE shouldaddresswhat newgrowthwould occur as a result of the
federal action, that would not be expectedto occur without this project. Pleaseexplainfully in
theFEIS.

4. EPA requeststhat the USACE documentin theFEIS andverify with the State that the
proposedproject(s)at the port are consistentwith theTNRCC’sHouston/Galveston
NonattainmentArea (HGA) plans for attainment. The rulesrequire a determination of
conformity to the approved StateImplementation Plan (SIP), andthedetermination does seemto
addressthelegally approvedSIP. However,EPA recently approvedTNRCC’s SIP and is
currently engagedwith the TNRCC in continuingto studytheHGA ozonenonattainment
problem. Of potential concernis the level ofoperational emissionsthat will occur in thefuture
dueto theconstruction of theBayport and/or Shoal Point Harbor projects. From information
included with theBayport DEIS, thetotal estimatedoperating emissionsfrom this facility is
projected for 2007 to be 973 tons per year (tpy) of NOx (2.6tonsper day (tpd) of NOx) and for
2025 and beyondthe total is projected to be 4954 tpy of NOx (13.6tpd of NOx). From
information included with the Shoal PointDEIS, thetotal estimatedoperating emissionsfrom
this facility is projected for 2007 to be 876tpy of NOx (2.4 tpd of NOx) andfor 2026 and beyond
thetotal is projected to be2178 tpy ofNOx (6.0tpd ofNOx).

The 2007 NOx emission estimatesfor eachindividual project are below theemission
increasedue to ship traffic that were included in TNRCC’s SIP modeling. The USACE have
indicated that both of the projects might actually be built. The combinedemissionsfrom both
projects (2.6 + 2.4 = 5.0 tpd of NOx) is a significant amount. A copyofthefinal operating
emissioncalculationsshould be provided to TNRCC sothe information can beutilized in future
SIP actions.

5. On page4-31 ofVolume 1 of theDEIS, theUSACE outlines the mitigation measuresthat
will be enactedin order to reduce theemissionsassociatedwith this project. Theseinclude
emissionreductions associatedwith the (1) MARPOL Treaty; (2) low sulfur diesel and truck

EPA-2: If the USACE issues a permit for this project, it would be
conditioned to require the use of electric dredging, where feasible, for all
dredging activities. A statement to this effect is included in the FEIS
(Section 4.2.1.1).

EPA-3: As discussed in sections 4.1.19 and 4.1.20, if the proposed project
is not built, no change in land use would be anticipated for the Shoal Point

EPA-2 Site. However, residential, commercial, and public land uses in Galveston
County and the region would likely increase proportionate to population
growth trends.

EPA-3 It is expected that the growth associated with the construction and
operation of the proposed project would be consistent with the projected
growth for the area. The construction of the Shoal Point container terminal
would create a number of short-term direct construction jobs. It is assumed
that some segment of the local unemployed work force would fill the short-
term construction positions. The project would also create a number of
direct operations jobs resulting in inmigration of worker and families to the
area. As discussed in Section 4.2.19.1 of the DEIS, housing, commercial
and public land uses would be required to serve the projected maximum
890 inmigrant population of operations workers and their families. As this is

EPA-4 a thriving metropolitan area, availability of existing services and facilities
would minimize the impact of this growth.

As discussed in a letter from the TNRCC to the USACE dated September
16, 2002, addressing specific comments from the EPA relating to the SIP,
the TNRCC confirmed that ‘secondary emissions resulting from growth in
the region expected to occur as a result of the proposed container terminal
have been accounted for in the HGA SIP. These emissions are inventoried
in the vessel emissions inventory, non-road mobile emission inventory, and
mobile emissions inventory. Growth of emissions has been projected
based on anticipated growth in demand for container shipping and other
non-road mobile growth factors. The December 2000 HGA SIP emissions
inventory incorporated the results of a very detailed survey of emissions
from construction equipment used at port facilities (such as cranes, forklifts,
etc). Although growth of these emissions is not accounted for on a project-
by-project basis, emissions from total non-road mobile sources, including
port facilities, were grown to 2007 levels in the SIP. In addition, modelers
from the Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) have verified that
secondary growth in truck traffic due to the operation of the proposed

I
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container terminal was captured in the Travel Demand Forecast Model,
produced by the H-GAC. Data from the Travel Demand Forecast Model
was then used as an input by the TNRCC to construct the Mobile
Emissions Inventory which was incorporated into the December 2000 HGA
SIP.”

EPA-4: This issue was discussed by the USACE and the TNRCC during a
meeting on Monday, 15 April 2002. In response, the TNRCC staff
explained that in developing the SIP, the TNRCC has assumed growth in
containerized traffic within the 8-county Houston Galveston Nonattainment
Area. This growth is generally considered in the SIP for the entire HGA
with no specific location or project identified. The TNRCC considers this
project to be part of the anticipated growth in containerized cargo facilities
in this area.

By letter dated September 16, 2002 (see Appendix H-9), TNRCC
addressed the issue of air emissions from the proposed projects at Shoal
Point and Bayport and the consistency of these project emissions with the
Houston/Galveston Nonattainment Area SIP. In the letter, TNRCC
confirms that secondary emissions resulting from growth in the region
expected to occur as a result of both projects have been accounted for in
the SIP. These emissions were included in the vessel emissions inventory,
the non-road emissions inventory, and the mobile emissions inventory for
the SIP. To summarize the response:

• The December 2000 HGA SIP, which contains the HGA area vessel
emissions inventory, included a 5% per year NOx emissions growth
allowance for emissions from container ships. This growth rate
coincides with the estimated 4-6% rate of growth in demand (projected
from 1998 - 2028) for container facilities discussed in Section 1 .0 of the
FEIS. TNRCC states that the SIP “takes into account growth of vessel
emissions from increased container traffic to the magnitude that
demand can support.”

• On-shore emissions at container terminals, including emissions from
equipment used at port facilities, were included in the SIP emissions
inventory. According to the letter, growth of these emissions was not
accounted for on a project-by-project basis. However, emissions from
total non-road mobile sources, including those from port facilities, were
grown to 2007 levels in the SIP.
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• The Houston-Galveston Area Council verified that secondary growth in
emissions from truck traffic due to the operation of the proposed
container facilities at Shoal Point and Bayport were included in the
Travel Demand Forecast Model for the HGA. Input from this model
was used by TNRCC to develop the mobile emissions inventory in the
SIP.

The letter further states that TNRCC “will continue to monitor the
development of both ports to ensure that emissions do not exceed levels
already accounted for in the SIP.”
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EPA-5: The estimate of emissions for the project included the use ofemissionsrequiredby EPA; (3) efficientscheduling;and(4) SIPcontrolsincludingspeedlimit
controls,autoinspections,cleanerdieselfuel, andtheacceleratedpurchaseof Tier 2/3
equipment.In addition,onpage4-30andelsewhereofVolume I, theDEIS mentions that
innovativetechnologymaybepurchasedunderTexasSenateBill 5 for useon this project. For
anymeasuresusedto mitigateemissionsthataresubjectto theconformity determination,the
USACE shouldensurethat theprovisionsoutlinedin 40 CFR 93.160arefollowed andthat the
particularreductionsfactoredinto the general conformity determination are enforceableas
required. As stated above, theproper vehiclefor this is theUSACE’spermit. In particular, if any
emissionmitigation measuresare contemplatedunder Texas SenateBill 5, the USACE should
e~isurethat thesemitigationmeasuresare implemented regardlessof the sourceof thefunding.
Suchmitigation measuresshouldbe madeconditionsof the USACE permitandtheRecord of
DecisionDocument.. Pleasedocument this issuein theFEIS.

6. Beginning on page4-45of Volume 1, the DEIS discussedproposedintersectionand
roadway improvementsthat wouldhaveto be undertaken, in partdueto theincreasedtraffic
from the constructionof the container terminal at ShoalPoint. However, it is not apparent from
the information supplied whetherthe increasedemissionsfrom this additional constructionwere
accountedfor in either theDEIS or theConformity Determination. Therefore, theUSACE
shoulddemonstratethat either (I) theseemissionswereproperly accountedfor in both the
Conformity Determination andthe DEIS, or(2) that theyare not subject to inclusion in theDEIS
and theConformity Determination. Pleaseclarify in the FEIS.

7. Someof thetables in theJD Consulting document, “Air Emission Calculations, Proposed
andAlternative Sites, For Draft Environmental Impact” that accompanytheDEIS, list the
category “Construction; Outside USACE Program Responsibility.” The USACE should provide
information that (1) completelydescribesthe emissionsin this categoryfor all the tablesthat list
it, and (2) justifies why it is out of theUSACE’s responsibility. Pleaseprovide such information
in the FEIS.

8. The DEIS did not addressthe projected impact ofthe construction and operation of the
Shoal Point tenninal on theParticulate Matter (PM)-2.5emissionsof theHouston-Galveston
area, Although EPA doesnot have a standard in placefor PM-2.5,EPA believesthat performing
suchananalysiswould bebeneficial. Pleaseprovidesuchinformationin theFEIS.

Wetland/Section404 Region6 Concerns

The main impacts with the preferred alternative would be thelossof 13 acresof wetland
andfilling of 1,050 acresof GalvestonBay bottom. The fill wouldoccurin phasesover many
years. About 11 million cubic yards ofmaterial will be dredged over theproject period.

Tidal marsh would eventually be createdwithin eachofthe cellsof thedisposalareas.
However, it appears that for someof theareastheleveeswould be constructedmany years(about

appropriate emissions reduction methods to reduce emissions including
equipment, operational, and regulatory restrictions. Emission reduction
credits taken because of regulatory mandates such as SIP control
requirements, EPA low sulfur diesel and diesel emission standards, or the

EPA-5 MARPOL treaty are required by law. Therefore, it would be unnecessary to
condition the USACE permit for these provisions. The project sponsors
also have no ability to require or enforce such measures, except within the
confines of the project. However, it seems appropriate to use the resulting
emissions reductions in calculation of emissions for the project.

As stated in the letter from the project sponsors to the TNRCC dated
August 30, 2002, the project sponsors have committed in writing that they
will require the use of low NOx emissions technology on land-based diesel

EPA-6 construction equipment. Construction contracts governing work occurring
in calendar year 2005 and beyond will include language to require Tier
2/Tier 3 diesel equipment and add-on NOx control technologies, or more
stringent requirements that might be in place at the time of construction.
Contract documents will require contractors to apply for the SB 5 grants (or
equivalent) to modify or purchase diesel equipment with low NOx diesel

EPA-7 emissions technology. These commitments were required by the TNRCC
as a condition of issuance of a positive general conformity determination.
Although inadequately funded, SB 5 is currently a part of the SIP and
provides for a degree of emissions control credit assuming the use of this
program in the HGA. In discussions with the project sponsors, the TNRCC

EPA-8 stated that in the event that SB5 fails to procure a funding source, the
TNRCC expects the project sponsors to show equivalent reductions to
those incorporated in the Environmental Impact Statement either through
NO~reduction technologies purchased with other funding sources or by
other approved means.

Copies of the sponsor’s commitment letter and TNRCC’s General
Conformity Determination letter are included in Appendix H-9 of the FEIS.

EPA-6: The transportation conformity rules cover emissions from
intersection and roadway improvement projects on public thoroughfares.
The proposed transportation improvements in the Texas City area are listed
in Table 4.2.2-5 of the DEIS. This listing was provided by the Houston-

I
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Galveston Area Council and is included in the 2022 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan. As discussed in Section 4.2.19 of the DEIS, the
predominant impacts on traffic loads would be caused by regional growth,
with some additional impact, primarily in the form of truck traffic, from the
proposed project. Some improvements would be needed to accommodate
projected traffic volumes, with or without the project, to maintain an
acceptable level of service. It would not be appropriate to attribute the
transportation projects solely to the Shoal Point project since they reflect
projections of long-term cumulative growth.

By letter to the USACE, the Houston-Galveston Area Council also agreed
that the HGA SIP incorporates transportation-related operating emissions
due to projected growth in container traffic. According to the H-GAC, the
project is accounted for in the region’s currently approved Metropolitan
Transportation Plan and associated conformity analysis. The conformity
analysis used the latest information concerning the terminal’s proposed
truck-related operations. A copy of this letter is provided in Appendix H-9 of
the FEIS.

EPA-7: For purposes of general conformity, the USACE determined that it
was required to review only the construction emissions that would occur in
the areas that the USACE has responsibility over. For the Shoal Point
project, these areas include: construction of the access road and the wharf,
the portion of the container yard constructed over wetlands, and the
dredging of the channel and turning basin. The JD Consulting (JDC)
document has been revised to provide more complete information
describing the basis and emissions associated with activities covered by
USACE responsibility and those that are not. The final emissions
document will be submitted to the EPA with a copy of the FEIS and a copy
will also be available as a reference document to the FEIS.

EPA-8: PM2.5 emissions calculations for the Shoal Point Container
Terminal were developed and included in the revised JDC emissions
document. The relative impact of the project PM2.5 emissions on the HGA
was assessed by comparison to existing emissions in the area. This
analysis is included in the FEIS (Section 4.2.1.1).

in assimilating the PM2.5 emissions information for the HGA, the US EPA
database (AIRData Website) was accessed. This database appears to
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provide more current (1999) and comprehensive emissions information
than the TNRCC information that was provided in the DEIS. Therefore, for
consistency with the source of the PM2.5 data, the EPA database was
used as a basis for the tabulation of other emissions summaries in the
FEIS.

EPA-9: Containment levees for these cells need to be made of
constructible (i.e., new work) material (as opposed to maintenance material
which is finer grained). Only the initial dredged material is suitable for this
purpose. In addition, since the applicant would be removing capacity from
the existing placement areas (cells) at Shoal Point, the levees for the new
cells must be constructed in the early stages of the project in order to
guarantee that replacement capacity has been provided.

Appendix A (Permit Application), Sheet 8 provides information on the
proposed phasing of Beneficial Use site levee and cell construction. As
indicated in Appendix A (and summarized below), the construction
sequence provides for openings in levees for circulation and water
exchange prior to placement of dredged material in the cell:

1) Build containment levees with new construction dredge material;
shoreline protection provided as needed; openings in levees will allow
circulation and water exchange inside cell.

2) Fill with dredge material and allow to consolidate (as indicated in
the drawing on Sheet 8 of Appendix A, adjustable weirs would be installed
during dredged material placement).

3) After consolidation, shape fill material to elevations appropriate
to construct shallow water habitat.

4) Plant various types of diverse habitats; partially remove levees
to provide water circulation/exchange; leave significant portions of levees in
place, either emergent or submerged to provide stabilization/protection of
shallow water habitat.
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20) beforetheareaswould beneeded.This wouldcausesubstantialimpactsto thebaybottom
beforeit wasnecessary.We recommendthatthecellsbeconstructedonly astheyareneeded.
Any cellsconstructedbeforetheyareneeded,i.e. contraryto our recommendation,should be
haveseveralopeningsto allowtidal circulation. We recommendthattherestorationof Swan
Lakemarshbe done with thefirst material that becomesavailable from the project. This would
restore 363 acresofwetlands at the earliest possibledate.

Sheet10 in AppendixA (Section10/404permitapplication)showstheconceptual
mitigation site design. The legendindicates high marsh wouldcomprise 20% ofthe site andlow
marshwould comprise 30%. The table on the samepage showstheseamountsas30% and 40%
respectively. Werecommendthat high marshcomprise nomorethan 20% of the total area and
low marshbe at least60 %. The table also showsseagrasswouldcomprise 10% ofthe area. The
planting of seagrasson this scalein GalvestonBay is not recommendat this time. We
recommendthat the 10% area allocated for seagrassbe planted aslow marsh. Overall, we
believethis is good designthat would createa high edge-to-arearatio.

Finally, in Appendix B (DredgeMaterial ManagementPlan) PartD, webelievethereis
an error. In Figure 5 (following page26),one of theperformancestandardsstates“BUS loss
shall beno morethat 70% of the initially constructedBUS area for the life ofthe project.” We
recommendthe 70% be changeto 30%. On Table 21 (page37),there is a similar statementin
theseventhperformancestandard from the top, which shouldread “Maximum lossof 30% of
initially constricted habitat.” Pleaseaddressthis issuefully in the FEIS.

Section3.3 Noise

Typically, theaffected environment shouldinclude moreinformation than is presentedin
this section. This sectioncoversonly a rudimentary description of noiseand noisemeasurement,
an inaccurate definition ofLeq (Leq is properly defined only over a specifiedtime interval which
is never discussed),theregulatory basisfor analysisof road noise,and a short paragraph that
indicatesthat noisemodeling wasdoneto estimateroadway noise, While baselinenoiselevels
alongroadwaysarepresentedin Chapter 4, it is customary to include baselinedescriptions in
Chapter 3.

For the Bayport DEIS, considerableattention waspaid to the noiseduring construction
andoperation—concernsapparently raisedat Bayport becauseof theproximity of residential areas
to the site. In addition, ambient noiselevelswere also measuredat other siteswherenoisewas
likely to be an issue. There is no discussionof noiseassociatedwith operations in this EIS, and
thesameconcernsmust undoubtedly arisein theminds of local residents,at least for the Bayport
alternative.

More important, however,the location of potentially affected receptorsin relation to each —~

EPA-I0: In early stages of project development, sufficient material to
complete the Swan Lake marsh restoration was projected to be available
during Phase I of the project because the deepening of the channel and

EPA 10 dredging of the turning basin were scheduled to take place during Phase I.The channel deepening and turning basin dredging activities were shifted to
Phase II of the project in April, 2001 because the City of Texas City, as the
Local Sponsor for the Texas City Channel Federal project, requested that
the USACE undertake the channel deepening project. The feasibility
studies required for the USACE’s evaluation of this request are expected to
require several years. The applicant determined that the channel

EPAII deepening and dredging of the turning basin could be postponed to Phase
Ii of the project in order to allow time for the USACE to complete their
studies and make a decision on the request to federalize the channel
dredging activities. With the shifting of these activities to Phase Ii, the new
work material available in Phase I is not sufficient to meet the needs of the

EPA-12 project and complete the Swan Lake marsh restoration. Phase I material
would be used for project site development, creation of levees for Beneficial
Use sites required to replace the loss of dredged material placement
capacity at Shoal Point due to the project, and creation of the mitigation
area in the north end of Swan Lake. In addition, approximately 200,000
cubic yards of material would be provided to the State and Federal Natural
Resource Trustee agencies (Trustees) for use in marsh restoration in Swan
Lake. The remainder of the material required to complete the marsh
restoration in Swan Lake would be made available during Phase II of the

EPA-I3 project, which could include dredging additional berths, deepening the
channel, and/or dredging the turning basin.

EPA-li: The requested changes have been made in the revised permit
application.

EPA-14 EPA-I 2: The requested changes have been made in the revised DMMP.

EPA-i 3: The requested changes have been made in Section 3.3.

EPA14: A discussion of ambient noise levels has been added in Section
3.3, and construction and operating noise levels have been added in
Section 4 for each alternative.

I
I
I
I

440622/020135 J-28



EPA-i 5: The locations of potentially affected receptors in relation to each
site and an attempt to characterize typical construction and operational
noise as per the EPA “Levels” document has been added in Section 4 for

EPA-15 each alternative.

EPA-I 6: The methodology to assess hazardous material sites in the vicinity
of the project was performed in general accordance with guidance
established by the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM).
The Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E-1 527-00) is widely accepted in
the preparation of Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs). The
ASTM standard requires that a record review of Federal, State, and local
databases be performed for registered sites within a specified radius of the
subject property. The search radius defined by the standard varies
depending on the potential for the regulated site to negatively impact the
subject property. In other words, the hazardous material site assessments
used the search radius specified by the ASTM standard, which is based on
the reasonable influence the regulated site may have on the proposed or
alternative sites.

EPA-I 7: Based on a TNRCC records review, sections 3.9.1 and 3.9.4 have
been revised to clarify that the landfills described have been closed,
indicating absence of continued environmental concern. Section 3.9.6 has
also been revised, based on the TNRCC records review, to indicate that no
contamination has been detected in ground water at the facility.

EPA-I8: Section 3.10 has been modified to include a separate baseline
section for each site. Organics and metals requested are included with the
data in Appendix D, the site water and elutriate test data.

EPA-I 9: The comment requests spatial trend information on metals and
organics, but there are no data that can be used to provide a meaningful
response. The site water and elutriate test data for the existing pre-
dredging activities at all sites are presented in Appendix D. These data are
non-detects for most metals and organ ics, and do not provide a basis for
evaluating trends. We agree that dredging increases the concentration of
more than just TSS. That is the reason that the elutriate tests are
performed prior to any dredging. However, the results of the elutriate tests
indicate that the concentrations of these other parameters are almost

site arenevermentionedordiscussed,exceptastheywould beaffectedby roadnoise. A short
paragraph in Chapter 4 (the samefor eachalternativesite) indicates only that constructionnoise
is difficult to estimate.Thesameis probablytruefor operational noise, but therehasbeenno
attempt to characterize thenoiseenvironmentsofeachsite evenqualitatively, andno basislaid
for a comparative evaluation ofthe siteswith regard to potential noiseexposures.A full analysis
of the anticipated noiseimpact for all thealternatives shouldbe included in the FEIS.

Section3.9, Hazardous Materials SiteAssessment,Sections3.9.1 through 3.9.6,Page3-53
to Page3-80.

The hazardousmaterials site assessmentsneedto include the sameradius for all typesof
potentially hazardoussitesthat could have an influenceat theproposedor alternativesites. In
other words, if a radius of one(1) mile is consideredfor CERCLA sites, a radius of 1 mile should
be consideredfor LUST sites,NPDES sites, TRJSsites,etc. For the NPDESfacilities, all
dischargepoints(including storm water dischargepoints) shouldbe located andidentified. At a
minimum a 1-mile radius should beconsidered,as transportation corridors couldbe affected, as
couldsoilsandgroundwater.

Page3-56and elsewherein this section.

For solid wastefacilities identified within theradius of consideration, the proponent “1
needsto investigatedwhetheror not the landfills are leachingcontaminants togroundwater. Thisj
may affect the cumulative impacts analysis.

Section3.10,SurfaceWater Quality and Hydrology, Section3.10, Page3-80.

The monitoring data from Sections4.1 through 4.7 needsto beprovided by site in this
section. Further, the monitoring data needsto include parameterssuchasorganicsandmetals
that arelikely to impact the surfacewater from opearations at theporposed andalternative sites.

The spatial trends for metalsand organicsneedstobe provided at locationsnear the
proposedandalternativesites. For this purpose,mapping of areas of contamination should be
identified relative to the sites. The impacts of routine or project specificdredging affect more
than theTSS. Metals and organicconcentrationsare increased. The increasein concentrationof
theseparametersandthe length of time following dredging thecontaminants stay suspended
should be quantified.

Section3.11, Vegetation,Page3-81 through Page3-88

The vegetativecommunitiespresentat andwithin a 1-mileradiusof eachof theproposed
andalternative sitesneedsto be provided. Maps would beuseful for this purpose.The
descriptionsfor eachsitefrom Section4 should bemovedto this section.

EPA-16

EPA-17

EPA-I 8

EPA-19

EPA-20
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always below their respective levels of regulatory significance.

EPA-20: The baseline section describes which plant communities occur on
each of the alternate sites. The acreage values are “impacts”, so will
remain in Section 4 (along with site-specific details). Vegetation maps of
each alternative (w/in 1-mile radius of footprint) have been added to the
baseline section.
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Section 3.11.2.7,Page3-86

This subsectiondescribesthehabitatprovidedby theseagrassplant community. This
typeofanalysisshouldbeextendedto thewidgeongrasscommunityaswell aseveryotherplant
communitydescribedin Section3 11. Pleasediscussin theFEIS.

Section3.12, Section404/Section 10 Jurisdictional Areas(Wetlands and Open Water)
Pages3-88and3-89

Thewetlandareaspresentat andwithin a I-mile radiusof eachoftheproposedand
alternativesitesneedsto beprovided. Mapswouldbeusefulfor this purpose.Thedescriptions
for eachsitefrom Section4 shouldbemovedto this section.Thetypesof habitatprovidedby
thewetlandsneedto bedescribedhereof in Section3.13, Pleasediscussin theFEIS.

Section3.13,TerrestrialWildlife, Page3-89

Theterrestrialwildlife identifiedor likely to bepresentateachof theproposedand
alternativesitesneedsto bedescribed.Theinformationaboutthespeciesobservedduiing the
sitevisits thatis presentedin Section4by site,belongsin this sectionof theEIS. Pleasequantify
theamountof loafinghabitat,foraginghabitat,andotherhabitattypesobservedor likely to be
present. Pleaseprovidein theFEIS.

Section3.14.7Page3-100 and Page3-101

Thestudiessiteddealingwith SVOCs,BCB, VOCs,metalsandpesticidesneedto be
summarizedandconcentrationsneedto beprovided. Thefact thatfish haveelevated
concentrationsof organicsandmetalsin theirtissuewould imply thatthe sedimentand/orthe
watercolumnhassubstantialconcentrationsof thesecontaminants,supportingtherequestfor
datain SurfaceWatersection. Trendsin theconcentrationsof contaminantsin fishandshell fish
tissueovertimeshouldbeprovidedrelativeto thelocationsof theproposedandalternativesite.
Thesitewill havecumulativeimpactsfrom spillson theseconcentrationsandon thefish and
shell fish in the area. Theseneedto berecognizedandpotentiallymitigated.

Section3.17CommercialandRecreationalNavigation

This sectionprovidesan overalldescriptionofthetotal commercialshippingthrough
GalvestonBay andmentions,butdoesnot quantify, recreationalnavigation. Thereis no mention
of commercialfishing traffic. Recreationalboatingis dismissedbecause“it ... hastraditionally
co-existedwith commercialnavigation.” Thereis apotentialfor impacton recreationaland
commercialfishingnavigation,however,if theprojectedincreasein commercialshipping
increasesasis anticipated. Somebaselinecondition shouldbeestablishedfor recreationaland
commercialfishingnavigation. Pleasediscussfully in theFEIS.

EPA-21: The text has been revised to reflect the habitat value of widgeon
grass and other SAV that are not true seagrass species.

EPA-21 EPA-22: Vegetation maps (which include wetland habitats) of each
alternative (within a 1-mile radius of the project footprint) have been added
in the baseline section. However, site-specific descriptions and acreage
remain in the impacts sections since this information is specific to the
impacts of the facility at each alternative site. The types of habitat provided
by the wetlands for wildlife and aquatic species are described in Section

EPA-22 3.13 (Terrestrial Wildlife) and Section 3.14 (Aquatic Ecology).

EPA-23: Information regarding species observed at each site has been
moved to Section 3.13. A large variety of avian species potentially occur
within the project area; therefore, most of the project area may constitute
loafing, foraging, and/or roosting habitat. Because habitat preferences vary

EPA-23 widely by species, quantification of these habitat types by use is not
practical.

EPA-24: The DEIS does not state that fish have elevated concentrations of
organics and metals in their tissues. The Texas Department of Health
(TDH) has periodically performed analysis on fish tissue since 1970 and the
raw data results are compiled in two volumes: Fish Tissue Sampling Data,
1970-1997 and Fish Tissue Sampling Data, 1998-1999. Priority pollutants
were analyzed (metals, pesticides, and FOBs, semi-volatile and volatile

EPA-24 organic compounds); however, the data are incomplete and no reports
have been compiled by the TDH using these data. The text has been
modified to clarify this. A recently completed study by TDH on seafood
consumption safety is now summarized in this section.

EPA-25: Commercial fishing has been addressed and background data on
these activities has been added in the baseline and impact sections. With
regard to the potential for impact to fishing and recreational vessel traffic, if
it is assumed that each deepwater vessel is 1,000 feet long and moving at

EPA 25 6 knots. or 10 feet per second, and the present average is 5 port calls per
day in the Texas City Channel, any point on the channel would be occupied
by a vessel a total of 100 seconds per vessel or 500 seconds (8.3 minutes)
per day. This is about 0.6% of the time, and halfof this is at night when
recreational use is much smaller. Doubling that to 1 .2%, the projected
traffic increase is not likely to result in major impacts to small boat traffic.

I
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This is especially true when it is recognized that fishing and recreational
vessel (small boat) traffic has many options to avoid delay when an ocean-
going ship is passing.

A new Homeland Security policy has been put in place to protect oil
terminals along the coast. As part of this plan, the Coast Guard is
responsible for restricting recreational boating and fishing within the Texas
City Channel, between the Texas City Dike and Shoal Point. With the
policy in place, conflict between recreational vessels and container ship
traffic would be reduced in the area.
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Section3.18 Land Use/Recreation/Aesthetics,Section3.18.1Historical Development
Patterns,Page3-136.

Contraryto its title, this sectiondoesnot describehistoricaldevelopmentpatterns.
Instead,it discussesrecent(1996-2001) housingstartsandtheiraveragecostby yearandby
community. This informationwouldbemoreappropriatelyincludedunderSocioeconomics,
Section3.19.3 (Housing).

Section3.18.3Aesthetics,Page3-155.

Thedescriptionof visual aestheticstakestheapproachof describingthreelocationsthat
havea“relativelyhigh level ofvisualquality” andthenidentifyingthealternativesitesthatcan
beseenfrom them(ShoalPoint andPelicanIslandonly). This approachleavesno mentionof
Bayport, Spillman’s Island, AlexanderIsland,andCedarPoint. A descriptionof thevisual
qualitiesof eachof thesitesshouldbeaddedto this section.

Sections3.19.1 and 4.1.20.1,Population and SocialCharacteristics

Section4.1.20.1statesthat“it is essentialfor theEIS to developareasonable‘baseline’
populationprojection”but doesnotdiscusswhethertheprojectionsoftheH-GAC orthe TWDB
arereasonablein thatlight. Noexplanationis givenfor thefactthatthepopulationprojections
(andeventhe2000populationfigures) fromH-GAC andTWDB differ from oneanother.This
sectionshouldassesstheadvantagesandlimitationsofeachsetofprojections,aswell asthe
sensitivity oftheresultsto changesin keyassumptions,anddiscusswhy oneis usedin
preferenceto theother.

Sections3.19.11and4.2.20.2,EnvironmentalJustice

In Section3.19.11,no justification is providedfor usingthe5-square-mileanalysisarea
ratherthantheone-square-milearea. Findingsof potentialimpactscandiffersubstantially
dependingon thearealunit ofanalysis.Theapplicantshould addressthequestionofwhicharea
is appropriateto useandassesswhetherevidenceof impactswoulddifferdependingon the
choiceof area(i.e., performasensitivity analysis).

Section3.19.11shouldalsodiscussanypotentiallimitationsof theanalysismethod.How
sensitivearetheresultsto changesin key assumptions(e.g., level establishedasindicativeof
economicstress)?Themethoddoesnotincludeanalysisofthedependenceofminority or low-
incomegroupson theaffectednaturalresourcesorwhetherthesegroupsarelikely to beaffected
by theproposedprojectin comparisonto thenoactionalternative(e.g., impactson subsistence
fishing).

EPA-26: This section has been revised and re-named to clarify the use of
residential land use information to reflect regional land use patterns.

EPA-27: Section 3.18.4 has been revised to include descriptions of the
EPA-26 visual qualities of each alternative site.

EPA-28: The H-GAC population projections are based on Texas State Data
Center data, which are used statewide. The TSDC are disaggregated at
the local and regional levels by elected officials and planning professionals
who are knowledgeable of local growth patterns. H-GAO projections are

EPA-27 also used throughout the EIS (e.g., for traffic modeling). Therefore, these
are the preferred projections and reference to TWDB projections has been
eliminated from the FEIS.

EPA-29: The “5-square-mile” reference was a typographical error. It
should have read “50-square-mile”. The decision to use the 50-square-mile
area was based on an EPA document that is now quoted and cited in
Section 3.19.11.

EPA-30: Potential limitations of the method are now discussed in Section
3.19.11. In the Environmental Justice section for each alternative site,
additional discussion has been added regarding the potential for the project
to affect existing uses of the natural resources.

I
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EPA-31: See response to EPA-29.Section4.2.20.2.Although Section3.19.11statedthata5-square-mileareais usedin the
environmentaljusticeanalysis,this sectionreportsresultsfor a50-square-milearea.No
explanationorjustification is providedfor thechange.This commentappliesto theanalytical
methodfor all Build alternatives(i.e., Sections4(3-7)20.2).

Section4.1.20.5includesatablewith economicprojectionsatthestatewidelevel from
another,morerecentsource(TexasComptrollerofPublic Accounts2000).However,this section
should(anddoesnot) discusswhetherthestatewideeconomicprojectionscorroboratethe
projectionsfromthe 1989TexasInput-OutputModel,from whichmultipliers areusedfor the
impactanalysis.

4.2 Shoal Point Alternative

4.2.2 Roadway Traffic Impact Analysis,page4-35.

The traffic safetyanalysisdownplaysthepotentialfor increasedtruck-relatedaccidents.
It states,“Theterminal mayincreasethepotentialfor truck-relatedaccidentsdueto theincrease
in truck traffic (emphasisadded).” TheFEIS shouldclearlystatethattheprojectwill increasethe
potentialfor accidents,andaquantifiedestimateof thepotentialincreaseshouldbeincluded.
Thebaselinediscussionoftraffic safety in Section3.2.3 includeduseful truck accidentstatistics;
andthetraffic impactanalysisin Section4.2.2 hasgoodestimatesof increasedtruck traffic due
to theproject;thus,thetrafficsafetyanalysiscould(andshould)quantifythepotentialfor
increasedtruck-relatedaccidents.Theaccidentrisk canbe (andshouldbe) mitigated,but some
increasedrisk will likely remain. Pleasediscussfully in theFEIS.

Section4.2.3 Noise

This sectionadequatelydiscussesroadwaynoise, butthediscussionon constructiondoes
not addresspotentialeffectson receptors(no receptorsareidentified). Thereis no discussionof
thenoisethat wouldbegeneratedduringoperations.Pleaseclarify in theFEIS.

Section4.2.4Physiography,Topography, and Bathymetry

If onedefinesimpactaschange,severalchangeswould occurto topographyand
bathymetryduringconstructionof thecontainerport. Whileimpactsarenotlikely to be
significantin aregionalcontext,substantialsitemodificationswouldoccur. It would be
appropriateto discuss1) thecutting of ShoalPointto allowwharfareato beoffset fromthe
existing channel,2) thefilling of approximately150 acresof (nonjurisdictional)wetlands,3) the
outline of theareato be dredgedto 45 feet, and4) theamountof dredgedmaterialthat would
arisefrom deepeningthechannelandallowing for a turningbasinandtheprobabledisposal
locationfor thematerial. This informationis availablein an Appendix,buttheAppendixis not
evenreferencedin this section.Thestatementthat “thesealterationswouldbeexpectedto have

EPA-31 EPA-32: The Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts prepares projections

only at the statewide level. For the localized data required for this ElS, the

Comptroller’s office recommended the 1989 Texas Input—Output model.

EPA-32 EPA-33: Section 4.2.2,9, Traffic Safety, has been revised to include truck-
related accident data and projections of total accidents and fatal truck-
related accidents in the Build and No-Build scenarios.

EPA-34: A description of what types of noises are expected to be heard at
each of the alternative sites and how these noises might affect the nearest
noise-sensitive receptors has been added. Construction and operational
noise has been addressed. Receptors have been identified. Ambient
noise levels have been added.

EPA-33 EPA-35: This section was revised to more fully describe the proposed site
modifications and to include reference to Appendices A and B. The last
sentence was revised to clarify local versus regional impacts. The area of
nonjurisdictional wetlands on the site stated in the comment (approximately
150 acres) is incorrect. The Shoal Point site contains approximately 51
acres (13 acres jurisdictional and 38 acres nonjurisdictional) of wetland

EPA-34

areas.

EPA-35
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EPA-36: The level of soil treatment required for construction of the facility
has been added to this section. Similar revisions have been made to the
surface soil sections for the other alternative sites.

EPA-37: Only the portion of ground water recharge from precipitation would
be affected by the amount of impervious cover at the site. Shallow ground
water would continue to be recharged by the surrounding bay waters. The
decrease in recharge from precipitation would have little effect on local or
regional ground water levels. In addition, the majority of surface soil at the
site consists of clay and clayey loam of low permeability. These soils tend
to decrease infiltration of precipitation, and a relatively large amount of
rainfall is likely lost to evaporation and surface runoff. The primary drinking
water aquifers (Chicot and Evangeline aquifers) typically produce fresh
water from depth of 300-700 ft and 800-1,500 ft in the vicinity of the
proposed and alternative sites. Ground water recharge to these aquifers by
precipitation occurs inland in outcrop areas. Ground water quality in these
aquifers becomes poorer near the coast where saltwater encroachment
limits the amount of available fresh water. The regional effects of this
relatively small decrease in recharge on the primary aquifers in the region
would be minimal. This section has been revised to more fully describe the
effects of reduced recharge from precipitation to the shallow water-bearing
unit.

If ground water withdrawals occur on site they would be used only to
provide potable water for drinking. Alternatively, other sources of drinking
water (e.g., city water system or trucking water to the site) may be used.
Similar statements have been made in the groundwater quality and
hydrology sections for each alternative site.

EPA-38: This section was revised to more fully assess the relative risk of
impacts to the shallow ground water from hazardous material spills, and to
indicate that a Spill Response Plan would be implemented. Similar
revisions have been made to the groundwater quality and hydrology
sections for the other alternative sites.

EPA-39: A section titled “Hazardous Materials Transport” has been added
for each alternative (e.g., Section 4.2.9.3 for Shoal Point).

EPA-40: The section entitled Hazardous Material Impacts to the Existing
Environment from Project Construction has been revised for each

negligibleeffectsonthelocal [emphasisadded]and regionalphysiography,topography,and
bathymetiy”is simply not anaccurateordefensiblestatement.Pleaseclarify in theFEIS.

Section 4.2.7SurfaceSoils

This sectionis repeatedfor eachalternativeeventhoughtherearedifferentsoil typesfor
eachsite. While impactson soilswill occurat eachsite, thesoilsat eachsiterequiredifferent
levelsof treatmentbeforetheyaresuitablefor construction. At leastsomemention of the
differencesin sitesis relevant.

Section4.2.8,Groundwater Quality and Hydrology,Page4-53

The reductionin thegroundwaterrechargeneedsto bequantified,asdoesany
withdrawal. Impactsneedto bediscussedin theFEIS..

Therelativerisk of contaminationof shallowgroundwaterfromspillsduringconstruction
andoperationoftheShoalPointsite needsto beassessed.The applicantneedsto committo not
only developinga Spill ResponsePlan,butalsoto implementingit. Thiscanbeconsidereda
mitigative measure.Pleaseincludein theFEIS.

Section4.2.9,HazardousMaterialsSiteAssessment,Page 4-54

The proponentneedsto assesstheincreasedprobability of traffic accidentsbetween
traffic leavingthesiteandtraffic carryinghazardousmaterialswithin agivenradius,e.g., I to 2
miles,of thesite. Accidentsfromincreasedtraffic needto bediscussednotonly in this section
but alsoin thesectionsdiscussingimpactsto soils, groundwater,andsurfacewater. Please
discussin theFEIS.

Section 4,2.9.1,Page4-54

Becauseof theproximity of thissite to marinewaters,theproponentshouldconsider
mitigativemeasuresthat will protectsurfacewaterfromreleasesduringconstruction.Theuseof
doubleshell tanksfor storageoffuels, drip pans,orconstructionof othersecondarycontainment
systemsare examples.Pleasediscussin theFEIS.

Section4.2.9.2,Page4-54

The FEISneedsto recognizeandpredict theprobability of spills dueto operationof the
facility, including spillsof fuelsandotherpotentiallytoxic materialsmaintainedon-site,and
spillsof containerizedmaterials. Theimpactsof suchspillsneedsto beconsideredto soils,
groundwaters,andsurfacewaters. Pleasediscussin theFEIS.

EPA-36

EPA-37

EPA-38

EPA-39

EPA-40

EPA-41

440622/020135 J-35



alternative to include potential mitigation measures to protect surface
waters from releases during construction.

EPA-41: The section entitled Hazardous Material Impacts to the Project
from Operation Activities has been revised for each alternative to include
potential mitigation measures to protect the environment from releases
during operations.
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Thebaselineconditionsdescribedin this sectionneedto bemovedinto Section3,
including Table4.2.10-I. Table4.2.10-Ineedsto providedata on theconcentrationsof organics
(VOAs, SVOCs,pesticides,PAHs, etc)andmetalsin thevicinity of thesite. Pleasediscussin the
FEIS.

Section4.2.10.1,Dredging Baseline,Page4-56

The cumulativeimpactsof dredgingfor thisprojectandtheroutineharbordredgingneed
to beconsidered.Specifically, theimpactsof contaminantsassociatedwith thesediment
particlesonaquaticflora andfaunaneedsto beassessed.

Section4.2.10.2,ConstructionEffects,Page4-57

The elutriatetestingmentionedin theprevioussectionneedsto beconductedon
sedimentsthatwill bedredgedduringconstructionandtheresultsneedto bequantifiedand
assessedin this section,

Theproponentshouldproposemitigative measuresto reducetheimpactsof construction
onsurfacewaterquality andtheassociatedaquaticspecies. Asa potentialmitigativemeasure,
theproponentshouldconsiderschedulingconstructionof thefacility duringnon-migrational
seasonsofthefish. Pleasediscussin theFEIS.

Section4.2.10.2,OperationalEffects,Page4-57and Page4-58.

The quantificationof thereductionof groundwaterrechargerequestedearlier,shouldbe
usedto helpquantifypotential impactson groundwaterquality. Theapplicantneedsto discuss
theimpactsofpollutants(particularlymetalsandorganics)onsurfacewaterquality from
stormwaterrunoffandspills. Mitigative measuresshouldalsobediscussed.

Thefirst paragraphon this pagecontainsa sentencebeginning“Water that collectswithin
theplacementareas...”Needsto beclarified for understanding.Somewordsseemto bemissing.
Pleasequantifytheincreasein relativerisk ofthereleaseof ballastwatersto themarinewater, in
proportionto thenumberofvesselsthatareanticipatedto beusingthesite,

Section4.2.10.4,Hurricane LeveePumpout Canal Hydrology, Page4-58

EPA-42: The baseline Section of 4.2.10 has been moved to Section 3.10.2.
A discussion of organ ics and metals from site water testing data is also
included in that section.

EPA-43: Discussions of the cumulative effects of dredging have been
added to sections 4.8.7 and 4.8.8. The potential for impacts from
contaminants association with sediment particles on flora and fauna is
addressed through sediment testing prior to any dredging.

EPA-44: Elutriate tests have been run on virgin soil cores obtained from the
area to be dredged. Results of that testing are included in Appendix D. As
would be expected for soil that has not been exposed to anthropogenic
influences, testing indicated no evidence of man-made contamination.

EPA-44 . .

EPA-45: The comment suggests considering scheduling construction
“during non-migrational seasons of the fish”. This is not thought to be
practical as it is likely that movement of some fish or aquatic organisms in

EPA-45 and out of the Bay occurs throughout the year.

EPA-46: Groundwater effects are addressed in Section 4.2.8. Impacts to
surface water from liquid spills in containers are discussed in Section
4.2.10. The primary mitigation measure is the Spill Prevention and Control
and Countermeasure Plan and the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
required for the project.

EPA-47: The referenced sentence has been revised. A discussion of the
relative differences in ballast water discharge has been added.

EPA-47 EPA-48: This section has been revised to include details of the effects of
the access corridor adjacent to the canal.

Pleasequantifythe“slight reductionin cross-section”of thecanalin relationto its ability
to carrytherun-off. In otherwords, quantifywhat is describedasminimal.

4.2.10.5,AccidentalSpills,Pages4-58and 4-59

EPA-48

Section4.2.10,SurfaceWater Quality and Hydrology, Pages4-54-55

EPA-42

EPA-43

EPA-46
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EPA-49: The discussion on spills from containers with hazardous materials
has been expanded. The source for fueling spills tending to be smaller is

EPA-49 noted in text. It is also inherent in the nature of such spills.

EPA-50: See response to EFA-57. Section 4.2.10.6 (now 4.2.10.7) has
been modified to include references to other subsections that discuss
impacts on habitats.

EPA-51: This EIS was triggered by a Section 404/Section 10 permit
application that was submitted to the USACE, Galveston District, by the
applicant for the Shoal Point Container Terminal Project (the proposed
project). This permit application also triggered a consistency review. No
permit application has been made for the other alternatives, so no
consistency review of these alternatives has been triggered. The
alternatives analysis in the NEPA process is used to provide comparative
information on potential environmental impacts to the permitting agency (in
this case, the USACE). The USACE has the authority to issue the permit,
deny the permit, or issue the permit with modifications. It does not have the
authority to require the applicant to submit a complete permit application for
every alternative project site. If the USACE denies the permit for the
proposed project and the applicant wanted to construct the project at an
alternative site, a complete application for the new proposal would then be
required.

It should be noted that the DEIS did not identify a “preferred” alternative. It
is assumed that the comment refers to the “proposed alternative”. In order
to incorporate the concerns expressed during the public comment period,
the environmentally preferred alternative will be identified in the Record of
Decision.

EPA-52: See response to EFA-20

EPA-53: This section has been revised to clarify the specific activities
mentioned (mitigation and Beneficial Use sites) and impacts to jurisdictional
wetland communities and open waters.

Given thenumberof containersthattheterminalis proposedto handle,quantifythe
potential increasein thenumberof spills likely to occurantthesite. Theproposedtreatment
systemsofanoil/water separatorwill notremovetoxic chemicalsthataresolublein water.
Quantify theincreasedprobability of fuel spills from operationof thesite basedon operating
recordsof similar terminals,andpredict(quantitatively)theeffectson surfacewaterquality
parametersincluding organicsandmetals, Pleasediscussfully in theFEIS.

Section4.2.10.6,Habitat Changes,Page4-59

This sectionneedsto presentquantitativeinformationon theimpactsof increased 1
turbidity andincreasedconcentrationsof organicsassociatedwith thedredging. This sectionalsol
needsa greaterlevel of detail, Impactsonhabitatarealsodiscussedelsewherein thedocument.J
It wouldbeprudentto sitethoseothersubsectionshere.

4.2.11Texas CoastalManagementProgram (TCMP) ConsistencyDetermination

The sectionstatesthatthepermithasalreadybeentriggered,but underall theother
alternatives,thepermitapplicationhasnot occurred.Thisunderminestheviability of theother
alternativesastheydo nothavethesameanalysisasthepreferredalternative.Pleasecorrectthis
discrepancyin theFEIS.

Section4.2.12,Vegetation

A mapoftheproposedsite with over laysoftheplantcommunitiespresentatthesite
would beextremelyhelpful, althoughthis shouldbeprovidedin thebaselinesection,ratherthan
in theimpactssectionof theDEIS.The terminologyusedfor theplantcommunitiesshouldbe
thatusedinthedescriptionofimpactsin this section. Oncea mapis provided,usingthesame
terminology,theimpactsto eachof thecommunitiescanbevisualized,described,andquantified.

Section4.2.13Section 404/Section10 Jurisdictional Areas(Wetlands and OpenWater)

While thereis considerablymoreinformationon theimpactsto jurisdictional areasin the
Appendices,thatinformationshouldbeatleastsummarizedin thissection. Asit exists,this
sectionprovidesno insightinto thechangesthatwould occurortheirmagnitude.It mentions
(andreferencestheAppendicesfor) the45-acremitigationfor developmentof thesite in Swan
Lake,butdoesnot evenmentionthe 1,000-acre“Beneficial UseAreas” that would becreated
southof thesite. Therationalefor themitigationanda discussionofthebeneficialuseareasis
neededin this section. (Apparently,thereis somediscussionof thesetopicsin otherlocations
within thebody oftheEIS, andthosediscussionsmustatleastbecross-referencedif “credit” for
theseanalysesis to beclaimedhere. Pleaseaddressfully in theFEIS.

Section4.2.14,TerrestrialWildlife, Page4-63and Page4-64

EPA-50

EPA-51

EPA-52

EPA-53
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EPA-54 - 56: The description of species observed on the site has been
EPA-54 moved to Section 3.13. Construction and operation-related effects to

wildlife species and habitat and proposed mitigation measures are
addressed in Section 4.2.14 — Environmental Consequences. Acreage
values for habitats expected to be lost as a result of the project are
provided in Section 4.2.12. The EIS states that the potential for indirect
effects to wildlife exists as a result of the increased threat from chemical or
oil spills and from noise and other human activities; however, the possibility

EPA-55 of those effects is considered to be minimal and is not quantifiable.

EPA-57: The impacts section has been revised. With regard to the three
sentences in the comment that begin with “Based on experience and

EPA 56 end with “. . more sensitive species”, we believe there are some basic flawsin the implied assumptions. First is the statement that “. . most port
sediments contain concentrations of organics and metals that may
adversely impact aquatic species Guidance is provided by the EPA and
the USACE to determine the acceptability of sediments for placement in
open water sites (e.g., in bays and open ocean sites), and in upland
confined placement areas (EPS/USACE, 1991; EPA’USACE, 1998).

EPA-57 These documents present a tiered approach to determining impacts, which
first requires assessment of existing knowledge. If existing knowledge is
sufficient, no further testing is required. If not, chemical analyses are
conducted, followed by bioassays and bioaccumulation studies and
continuing on to special studies, until a determination can be made.
Relative to Texas estuaries, the USACE Galveston District has conducted a
vast number of water, sediment, and elutriate chemical analyses over the

EPA-58 years (Robert Hauch, personal communication), dating back into the 1980s.
The District has also conducted numerous bioassays on sediments from all
the major and minor ship channels in the state and the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway (see for example the EISs for the Houston Ship Channel, Corpus
Christi Ship Channel, Texas City Ship Channel, Brownsville Ship Channel,
and the various Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site EIS5). The results
of this testing do not support the statements contained in this comment.

Second is the statement “Suspension of sediments.. .acute or chronic.”
The first part of this statement is covered above by the discussion of the
chemical analyses and bioassays. The latter part of this statement must

I
I

In Section3, thespeciesthatarelikely orhavebeenobservedinhabitingthis site needto
be identified. This sectionshouldcontaininformationpertinentto thosespeciesthatwill be
affectedby thedevelopment,construction,andoperationofthefacility atthis location. In
addition,this sectionshouldprovidemitigative measuresthat will beimplementedandwill
lessenimpactson this site. This sectionneedsto alsorecognizethatnoisefrom equipmentand
increasedhumanactivitieswill disturbnotonly thewildlife on thesite, but alsoonadjacent
areas.

The informationaboutthespeciesobservedduringthesite visit belongsin Section3 of
this EIS. In thissection,providetheimpactsto eachtypeof habitatin asquantitativetermsas
possible. Pleasedescribehow theuplandareas,shrublands,grasslands,naturalandcreated
(“man-made”)wetlandswill beaffectedandprovidetheprobability oflossof off-site wildlife
dueto thenoiseofconstructionandthenoiseof siteoperation.

The FEISshouldalsoquantifytheincreasedthreatto thenektoncommunityfrom
chemicaloroil spills andquantifylikely indirect impactsoncoastalbirds andincludemitigation
for thenon-wetlandareasthatwill beaffected.

Section4.2.15,Aquatic Ecology

This sectionneedsto providea discussionof theimpactson fish, benthos,andwater
column speciesin a quantitativemanner.This sectionindicatesthat “dredgedmaterialhasnot
beenfoundto containtoxicants.” Basedonexperiencedealingwith sedimentsfromotherports,
mostport sedimentscontain concentrationsoforganicsandmetalsthat mayadverselyimpact
aquaticspecies,whetherornottheyexceedthethresholdsestablishedby thestate. Suspensionof
sedimentsfrom dredgingatconstructionormaintenancedredgingaswell asfrom stormwater
run-offwill exposeaquaticflora andfaunato concentrationsof contaminantsthat will cause
someadverseimpacts,eitheracuteorchronic. Thepotential impactsshouldbequantified on the
moresensitivespecies.Pleasediscussin theFEIS.

The benefitsto thefish andshell fish speciesneedstobedescribedandquantified(i.e.,
thearealextentof beneficialimpactsshouldbeprovided.) Again thepotential for spillsof
potentially toxic materialsduringconstructionandoperationofthefacility shouldbequantified;
theimpactsof thosespillson theaquaticflora andfaunashouldbedescribedin this section.
Hereorelsewheretheimpactsto EssentialFishHabitat(EFH),i.e., impactsthat aredirect,
indirect,and/orcumulative,needto bedescribed.

Section4.2.16,Endangeredand ThreatenedSpecies,Page4-6 andPage4-66

Someof thematerialin this sectiondescribesbackgroundconditionsandshouldbe
providedon a site-specificbasisin Section3.0 Section3.0 shouldalsoprovidealisting of the
T&E speciesat specificto eachsite. This sectionshouldbereservedfor descriptionsof the

I
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apply to Upland Confined Placement (UCPA5), since there is no upland
unconfined placement around Galveston Bay. The elutriate test is
designed to address the concerns of impacts to aquatic organisms by
determining the concentration of material dissolved into the water column
during dredging or upon release from an UCPA, and comparing the
elutriate concentrations to appropriate Texas Water Quality Standards
(TWOS) and EPA Water Quality Criteria (WQC), which were developed to
protect sensitive aquatic organisms.

Finally relative to the sentence “The potential.. sensitive species”, the
guidance provided in EPAJUSACE (1991) and EPA/USACE (1998) is for
“appropriate sensitive organisms”, and the TWQS and the WQC were
developed based on the impacts to sensitive species. Since no adverse
impacts are expected, quantification is not necessary.

EPA-58: The impacts section has been revised. The areal extent of
Beneficial Use sites proposed for the project is presented in the DMMP
(Appendix B). As indicated in the revised Section 4.2.10.5, historic
information regarding accidental spills at an existing container terminal on
Galveston Bay (Barbours Cut) indicates that this type of facility does not
represent a substantial risk for environmental impacts from spills.
Therefore, attempts to quantify such risks would not be meaningful.
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EPA-59: Section 3.15 of the DEIS included reference to any T&E species
EPA-59 that were observed or of potential occurrence at the alternative sites. The

potential for impact to each species relates to the possibility of their
occurrence at each site; therefore, this information is discussed in detail in
the impact sections. Brown pelicans were observed and are known to use

EPA-60 manmade structures for loafing and resting. While construction of the
facility may result in the loss of some loafing habitat, it is expected that
brown pelicans would be able to use the constructed facility for loafing and
resting.

White-faced ibis were observed foraging at Shoal Point. While construction
of the facility may result in the loss of some foraging habitat, it is expected

EPA-61 that the loss of those habitats would be mitigated by the creation of

intertidal habitat at the proposed Beneficial Use sites.

EPA-60: There is a potential for indirect effects to wildlife as a result of the
increased threat from chemical or oil spills and from increased storm water
run-off; however, the possibility of those effects is not quantifiable. Affected

EPA-62 foraging, loafing and resting habitat at Shoal Point would be mitigated. As
described in the Dredge Material Management Plan (Appendix B),
Beneficial Use Sites (BUS) would allow the creation of approximately 1,353
acres of intertidal habitat, including 363 acres at Swan Lake and 99 acres
at Pelican Island.

EPA-61: The ElS has been revised to include a summary of impacts at the
EPA63 beginning of the cultural resources section for each alternative.

EPA-62: The intent was not to suggest that “commercial fishing and
recreational navigation is insignificant in relation to commercial navigation”.
Most estimates of future effects are based on present effects. There is
ample information to suggest that little conflict exists between small,
shallow draft fishing and recreational vessels and large but infrequent deep

EPA64 draft vessels that are confined to navigation channels. While their paths do
cross from time to time, use of the waterways by these two types of craft is
very different. That situation would not be fundamentally altered by any of
the alternatives considered.

A new Homeland Security policy has been put in place to protect oil
terminals along the coast. As part of this plan, the Coast Guard is
responsible for restricting recreational boating and fishing within the

I
impactsoftheconstructionandoperationof thefacility at this siteto theT&E speciesfound at
this site needto bespecificallylisted. Forexample,theFEISshouldprovidetherationalefor the
statement. “it is likely that brownpelicanswould still frequenttheterminal facility” anddescribe
thepotential impactsto thewhite-faceibis.

Suspensionof sedimentsfromdredgingatconstructionormaintenancedredgingaswell
asfrom stormwaterrun-offwill exposeaquaticfaunato concentrationsofcontaminantsthatwill
causesomeadverseimpacts,eitheracuteor chronic. Thepotential impactsshouldbequantified.
Mitigative measuresshouldbeprovidedfor to turtles fromincreasedtraffic, andchemicalspills
orreleases.

4.2.17 Cultural Resources

Recommendplacingtheimpactevaluationatthebeginningof eachsection,followedby
supportinformation,so thedecisionmakercan tell ataglancewhethersignificantresourceswill
beimpacted.

Section4.2.18Commercial and Recreational Navigation

This sectionis acomprehensiveevaluationof commercial(i.e., commercialtransport)
impactsandis well doneanddocumented.It assumes,however,that commercialfishingand
recreationalnavigationis insignificant in relationto commercialtransport. Onecannotassume
thatsimply becauserecreationalnavigationdoesn’tposea useconflict now becauserecreational
vesselsavoidcommercialtransportvesselsthat therearenow noconflicts andthatthoseconflicts
wouldnot increasein future.

Section4.2.19Land/Use/Recreation/Aesthetics,page 4-101

The“LaborForce-RelatedImpacts”discussionon page4-102identifiesatotal of 116.5
acresof landdevelopmentthat wouldbeneededto supportthein-migrantlaborpopulation. A
statementabouttheavailabilityof thisamountof developablelandshouldbeincluded.

4.2.20,Socioeconomics(for all alternatives)

The discussionof socialandeconomicimpactsin Section4.2.20andunderall
alternativesshouldaddresslinkagesbetweenenvironmentalandeconomicimpacts.TheFEIS
shouldaddresswhethertheproposedprojecthavepotentialeconomicimpactsrelatedto
water-basedrecreation,fishing(eithercommercial,recreationalorsubsistence),tourism
development(includingecotourismaswell asconventionaltourism),orotherusesof thenatural
resourcesandwhetherincreasednoiselevelshaveimpactsonpropertyvalues.

I

I
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Texas City Channel, between the Texas City Dike and Shoal Point. With
the policy in place, conflict between recreational vessels and container ship
traffic would be reduced in the area.

EPA-63: There is undeveloped land throughout the region that could be
utilized for these land uses.

EPA-64: Impacts on water-based recreation, fishing, and ecotourism
(primarily birding) are addressed in the recreation impacts section for each
alternative (e.g., Section 4.2.19.2 for Shoal Point). The EIS has been
revised to include sections on residential property values and their
relationship to noise levels (see sections 3.20.10, 4.1.20.8, 4.2.20.8,
4.3.20.8, 4.4.20.8, 4.5.20.8, 4.6.20.8, and 4.7.20.8).

440622/020135 J-42



The alternativesimpactsectionshouldalsoassesswhethertheproposedprojectwill have
ashort-runor long-runimpactoncommunityservices.Someprojectionsforincreaseddemand
for communityservicesaredescribedin Section4.2.21, butno assessmentis madethereor in
Section4.2,20of whethertheincreaseddemandcanbemetin theshort andlongrun,andhow
short-runservicelevelsmaybeaffected.

The alternativesshouldalsoaddresspotential impactson public finances.Some
projectionsofincreasedtaxrevenuesaredescribedin Section 4.2.21,butnoassessmentis made
thereor in Section4.2.20or in any ofthealternativesofpotentialnegativeimpactsorfiscal
challenges.Is thelocal governmententity fundingtheprojectin good economichealth?Would
primary costs(projectconstructionandoperation)orsecondarycosts(associatedexpansionof
communityservicesandbuilt infrastructure)beborneby thecommunityorwould theprojectpay
for itself(providedthatusersof theterminal areableto pay)?If thecommunitywould bearcosts,
whataretherevenuesourcesandtax structureof themunicipality?Would theincreasedcosts
affecttheeconomichealthofthecommunity?Pleaseaddressin theFEIS.

Section4.2.20.1,Population andSocialCharacteristics

Section4.2.20.1fails to addresstheimpactof project-relatedpopulationchangeson
socialcharacteristicsof thepopulation.Are thereimportantimpactsprojectedfor, for example,
age structure,medianhouseholdincome,povertystatus,etc., thatwouldhavepositive or
negativeeffectson theaffectedcommunity? Pleaseaddressin theFEIS.

Section4.2.20.3,Community Values

Section4.2.20.3addressesonly oneof thesix goalsof theTexasCity Vision2020 Plan
which, accordingto Section3.19.2.9,relateto theproposedprojectatShoalPoint.What arethe
impactsof theproposedprojectin relationto theotherfive goals,especiallythegoalsof a
waterfrontsupportiveoftourism,developmentandmarketingof tourismassets,andchangingthe
perceptionof environmentalquality? Pleaseaddressin theFEIS.

Section4.2.20.4,Housing

Section4.2.20.4only describesthedemandfor housingunitsfor immigrants,without
assessingtheresultingimpact.What is theimpactof theincreasedhousingdemandonthe
housingmarket?This sectionshouldaddressbothavailability of housing(is thedemandfor
additionalhousinglikely to bemetin boththeshort andlongrun?)andhousingpricesorrent
(wouldaffordablehousingbeavailablefor inmigrantsdueto theproject,for currentresidents,
andfor immigrantsalreadyexpectedto entertheareain thebaselinescenario?).Pleaseaddressin
theFEIS.

Section 4.2.20.6,Employmentby Sector

EPA-65: The project area is located within a very large, growing and
economically viable metropolitan area. Because of the overall growth or

EPA-65 demand on services that is typical in a metropolitan area of this size, the
addition of approximately 318 families to the area is not expected to result
in short or long term impacts on service levels. Any of several communities
within the region could receive the growth anticipated as a result of the
project, with the majority of the growth most likely going to communities that
are able to provide the desired services. The one exception to a

EPA-66 metropolitan environment is Cedar Point. A container port in that area
could result in considerable demand on services in the immediate area;
potentially resulting in longer commute times relative to the other alternative
sites.

EPA-66: The USACE does not require a private permit applicant to
demonstrate availability of funding or conduct a cost-benefit analysis. The
USACE assumes that the applicant has evaluated the economic viability of
the project, prior to application submittal. A paragraph has been added to

EPA-67 the beginning of Section 4.2.21 (and in the same location for each
alternative) to discuss, in general terms, tax revenues that would be
generated by the project and by inmigrants.

EPA-67: Given the size and diversity of the greater metropolitan area, the
inmigrant population is unlikely to change the social characteristics of the

EPA-68 region in which inmigrants may locate.

EPA-68: This section has been revised to address the impacts of the
project relative to the other goals of the Texas City Vision 2020 plan.

EPA-69: As discussed for community services in response to EPA-65,
because of the size and economic vitality of the greater metropolitan area

EPA-69 in which the project is located, it is not anticipated that provision of housing
for the projected inmigrants would result in short— or long—term impacts on
housing availability or prices in the metropolitan area.
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Section4.2.20.6notesthat demandfor constructionworkersasa directresultof the
proposedproject is expectedto bemet by theavailableworkforceand,therefore,concludesthat
therewill beno immigrationof constructionworkers.This sectionshouldaddresspotential
inmigration,andassociatedsecondaryimpacts(e.g. additionaldemandfor housingand
communityservicesdueto immigration),dueto indirectjob growth in constructionand other
sectors.

Section4.2.21 CommunityInfrastructureandMunicipal Services,page4-115.
Theutilities analysisin this sectionis incompleteandpoorly organized. Thetext acknowledges
that awatersupplyanalysishasnotyet beenperformed. Naturalgasis notmentioned,even
thoughit wasaddressedin thebaselinesection(3.20.1). Wastewateris discussedin two different
sections(4.2.21.1and4.2.21.3);andSection4.2.21.1statesthat sewagecollectionnetworks
couldbeusedto providewaterto thesite.

Impactsthat occurfromwater-solublecontaminantsthatmayrunoffduringsite
constructionorsite operationandthat will notbe removedin anoil waterseparatorneedto be
describedandquantified. Theincreasein volumeof stormwaterrunoffdueto developmentof
thesiteneedsto bequantifiedandany impactsto receivingenvironments(includingincreased
scour, increasedfreshwaterimpactson themarineenvironment,etc.)needto bedescribed
quantitatively andpotentiallymitigated. Impactsof theincreasedflow on thereceiving
wastewatertreatmentplant needto beaddressed.Pleaseaddressin theFEIS.

Section 4.3PelicanIsland Alternative

Section 4.3.2Roadway Traffic Impact Analysis,Page4-122

The roadwaytraffic analysisfor thePelicanIslandAlternative generallyis thoroughand
clearlypresented.Theintroduction,however,shouldcross-referencethediscussionof
“Transport-RelatedImpacts”in Section4.3.19.1 (Land Use). Thesearethetraffic impactsthat
mostconcernsomeof thelocal residents,andit is importantthattheyknowthat theEIS doesnot
overlookthem.

Section4.3.3 Noise

Althoughthis sectionadequatelydiscussesroadwaynoise,thediscussiononconstruction
doesnot addresspotentialeffectson receptors(no receptorsareidentified). Thereis no
discussionof thenoisethatwouldbegeneratedduringoperations.Pleaseclarify in theFEIS.

Section4.3.7 Surface Soils

This sectionis repeatedfor eachalternativeeventhoughtherearedifferentsoil typesfor
eachsite. While impactson soilswill occurateachsite, thesoilsateachsite requiredifferent

EPA-70: The Texas Input-Output model projects job growth by sector but

does not specify the location of additional jobs within Texas.

EPA-71: This section has been revised.

EPA-72: All of the alternative sites would involve paving land that is
currently unpaved, and this would increase the amount of rain runoff. As
noted in Section 4.2.10 and similar sections for each alternative, the storm-

EPA-71 water runoff would likely be routed through oil/water separators prior to
being released to a swale area. The swale area would act as a
biofiltration/retention system prior to the waters being released to Galveston
Bay. This process would not involve increased scour to receiving streams.
The differences in local salinity from this increased runoff would be very
small and short term. As noted in Section 4.2.9.2, some containers would
carry materials that have been classified as hazardous in someway. A

EPA72 portion of these materials would be liquid, and if these were to leak,
materials would be released to the pavement. A facility at each site would
have an emergency response plan in place and equipment designed to
contain and clean up releases of this type. While release to surface water is
possible, it is unlikely to occur often and any attempt to quantify would
involve significant speculation. The population that would be required to
construct and operate the facility at any of the alternate sites would reside
at a wide range of locations in the region that are served by various

EPA-73 wastewater systems. Wastewater systems routinely respond to small
variations in service area population, without significant effect.
EPA-73: The introduction to Section 4.3.2 has been revised to reference
Section 4.3.19.1, Transport-Related Impacts.

EPA-74: See response to EPA-34.

EPA-75: See response to EPA-36.

EPA-70

I

EPA-74

EPA-75
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levelsof treatmentbeforethey aresuitablefor construction.At leastsomementionofthe
differencesin sitesis relevant.

Section4.3.9,HazardousMaterials SiteAssessment,Page4-113

TheFEIS needsto assesstheincreasedprobability of traffic accidents(in proportionto 1
increasedtraffic) betweentraffic leavingthesiteandtraffic carryinghazardousmaterialswithin a
givenradius,e.g., 1 to 2 miles,of thesite. Accidentsfromincreasedtraffic needto bediscussed
notonly in this sectionbut alsoin thesectionsdiscussingimpactsto soils,groundwater,and
surfacewater.

Section4.3.9.1,Page4-131

Becauseof theproximity ofthis site to marinewaters,theproponentshouldconsider
mitigativemeasuresthat will protectsurfacewaterfromreleasesduringconstruction.Theuseof
doubleshelltanksfor storageof fuels,drip pans,orconstructionof othersecondarycontainment
systemsareexamples.

Section4.3.9.2,Page4-132

TheFEIS needsto recognizeandpredicttheprobability ofspillsdueto operationof the
facility, including spills offuelsandotherpotentiallytoxic materialsmaintainedon-ste,and
spillsof containerizedmaterials. Theimpactsof suchspillsneedsto beconsideredto soils,
groundwaters,andsurfacewaters.

Section4.3.10, SurfaceWater Quality and Hydrology,Pages4-132-133

Thebaselineconditionsdescribedin thissectionneedtobemovedinto Section3,
including Table4.3.10-1. Table4.3.10-1needsto providedataon theconcentrationsof organics
(VOAs, SVOCs,pesticides,PARs,etc.)andmetalsin thevicinity ofthesite. Becausethe
surfacewaterdataindicatethatwaterquality in thevicinity of PelicanIslandis high,
contaminantsfrom stormwaterduringbothconstructionandoperation,andre-suspensionof
contaminantsin thesedimentsduringdredgingneedsto bequantitativelyassessed.Mitigative
measuresshouldalsobeproposed. Dataon theelutriatefromthe sedimentsneedsto beprovided
anddiscussedrelativeto impactsonwaterquality. In addition, theimpactsof contaminants
associatedwith thesedimentparticleson aquaticflora andfaunaneedsto.beassessed.

The statement“New work sedimentsthat mightbedredgedduringconstructionwould be
lesslikely to exhibitcontamination(relativeto maintenancematerial)..” needsto besupportedby
sedimentsamplingresults,This sectionshouldalsoquantifytheimpactof creatingimpermeable
surfaceson stormwaterflow (e.g. scouratthedischargepoint). Pleasequantifytheincreasein

EPA-76: See response to EPA-39.

EPA-77: See response to EPA-40.

EPA-78: See response to EPA-41.

EPA-79: Requested changes have been made.

EPA-80: Requested changes have been made.

EPA-76

EPA-77

EPA-78

EPA-79

EPA-80
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relativerisk of thereleaseof ballastwatersto themarinewater, in proportionto thenumberof
vesselsthat areanticipatedto beusingthesite. J

Section4.3.13,Section404/Section10 JurisdictionalAreas(Wetlandsand OpenWater)

No attempthasbeenmadeto describewhatchangeswould occurwith developmentof
thePelicanIslandsite. This sectionspecifiesonly how manyacresofwhattypeoccuratthesit
The assumptiononemustmakeis that all of theseacreswouldbelost. Unlike theproponent’s
preferredalternative,thereis no additionalsupportingmaterialthat evensuggeststhatthis
alternativewaseverseriouslyevaluatedfor impacts.Thereis aninconsistencybetweenthe
numberof acres(183) describedin this sectionandthenumberin Section4.3.12. (52 acres).
Pleaseensureconsistencyorclarify for thereader.

TheFEIS needsto providemitigativemeasuresthatwill eitherreducethelossof 1
wetlandson thesite, orwill createwetlandselsewhereto reducetheimpactsofremovingall the
wetlandfromthe site. -J

Section4.3.14,Terrestrial Wildlife, Page4-135to Page4-137

Much of theinformationinthis sectionbelongsin Section3. In Section3, thespecies
that arelikely orhavebeenobservedinhabitingthis site (PelicanIsland)needto beidentified.
Section4.3.14shouldcontaininformationpertinentto thosespeciesthatwill beaffectedby the
development,construction,andoperationof thefacility atthislocation,in asquantitativeterms
aspossible. In addition, this sectionshouldprovidemitigative measuresthatwill be
implementedandwill lessenimpactson this site. Includemitigationfor thenon-wetlandareas
thatwill be affected.Particularly,mitigationmeasuresneedto reduceimpactsto therookeries.

Thissectionneedsto recognizethat noisefromequipmentandincreasedhumanactivitie
1

will disturbnot only thewildlife on thesite, butalsoon adjacentareas.Pleaseprovidethe
probability of lossof off-sitewildlife dueto thenoiseof constructionandthenoiseof site
operationandquantifytheincreasedthreatto thecoastalbird communityfrom chemicaloroil
spills.

Section4.3.15,Aquatic Ecology, Page4-137

This sectionneedsto providea discussionof theimpactson fish, benthos,andwater
columnspeciesin a quantitativemanner. Thereis an inconsistencybetweenthediscussionpage
132 andthispageon theissueof toxics associatedwith dredging. Thissectionindicatesthe
potentialpresenceof toxicsin thesediments.Theinconsistencyneedsto berectified. Basedon
experiencedealingwith sedimentsfrom otherports, mostport sedimentscontainconcentrations
of organicsandmetalsthatmayadverselyimpactaquaticspecies,whetherornottheyexceedthe
thresholdsestablishedby thestate. Suspensionof sedimentsfrom dredgingatconstructionor

EPA-81: This section has been modified to clarify that the wetlands within
the project footprint would be lost as a result of project construction at this
site. Sufficient information was provided to assess and compare impacts
for each alternative. If the USACE denies the permit for the proposed
project and the applicant wanted to construct the project at an alternative
site, a complete application for the new proposal would then be required,
just as the applicant prepared the permit application for the Shoal Point
site, which triggered this EIS. Section 4.3.13 has been changed to clarify
the impacted acreage.

EPA-82: Mitigation plans were developed only for the proposed project. If
a permit application were submitted for this alternative, a detailed mitigation
plan would be required.

EPA-83 and 84: The description of species observed on the site has been
moved to Section 3.13. Construction and operation related effects to
wildlife species and habitat are addressed in Section 4.3.14, Environmental
Consequences. The EIS states that the a potential for indirect effects to
wildlife exists as a result of the increased threat from chemical or oil spills
and from noise and other human activities; however, the possibility of those
effects is considered to be minimal and is not quantifiable.

The Pelican Island site is not the proposed alternative; therefore, no wildlife
habitat mitigation has been proposed. If a permit application were

EPA-84 submitted for this alternative, a detailed mitigation plan would be required.

EPA-85: This section has been revised. Inconsistencies with the surface
Water Quality and Hydrology section have been corrected. Also see
response to EPA-57.

EPA-81

EPA-82

EPA-83

EPA-85
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maintenancedredgingaswell asfrom stormwaterrun-offwill exposeaquaticflora andfaunato
concentrationsof contaminantsthatwill causesomeadverseimpacts,eitheracuteor chronic,
Thepotential impactsshouldbequantifiedon themoresensitivespecies.

Againthepotential for spillsof potentiallytoxic materialsduringconstructionand
operationof thefacility shouldbequantifiedbasedon constructionand operationsof other
facilities thataresimilar. The statement“Therearefartoo manyunknownvariablesto
accuratelypredict theextentofdamageor long-termimpactsa spill would causeon theaquatic
communityandtheresultanteffectson thecommercialfishing industry.” needsto beremoved,
Thepurposeof anEIS is to identify andquantifythepotential impactsof constructionand
operationofa facility. Theimpactsofthosespills on theaquaticflora andfaunashouldbe
describedin thissection.

Section4.3.16,Endangeredand Threatened Species(T&E), Section4.3.16.2,page 4-138

The observationsmadeduringthesite visit needto bemovedto section3.15 onwith site
specificdescriptions.Section3.15 shouldalsoprovide alisting of theT&E speciesat specificto
eachsite. Thissectionshouldbereservedfor descriptionsof theimpactsof theconstructionand
operationofthefacility atthis siteto theT&E speciesfoundatthissite needto bespecifically
listed.

Suspensionof sedimentsfrom dredgingat constructionor maintenancedredgingaswell
asfrom stormwaterrun-offwill exposeaquaticspeciesto concentrationsof contaminantsthat
will causesomeadverseimpacts,eitheracuteorchronic. The potential impactsshouldbe
quantified. Mitigative measuresshouldbeprovidedfor to theseaturtles from increasedtraffic,
andchemicalspillsorreleasesalongwith thepelicanloafingareaandthewhite-faceibis
rookery.

4.3.17 Cultural Resources

EPArecommendsplacingtheimpactevaluationatthebeginningof eachsection,
followedby supportinformation, sothedecisionmakercan tell at a glancewhethersignificant
resourceswill be impacted.

Section4.3.18Commercial and Recreational Navigation
This three-sentenceanalysisof impactsofthePelicanIslandsiteis very limited, It is

difficult to comprehendhow therecouldbeno impact, althoughimpactsmightbesmall, There
is nodiscussionof commercialfishing orrecreationalnavigation.

Section4.3.19Land/Use/Recreation/Aesthetics,Page4-140.

EPA-86: The impacts section has been revised. Also see response to
EPA-58 regarding spills.

EPA-87: Section 3.15 of the DEIS included reference to any T&E species
that were observed or of potential occurrence at the alternative sites. The
potential for impact to each species relates to the possibility of their
occurrence at each site; therefore, this information is discussed in detail in

EPAB6 the impact sections.

EPA- 88: There is a potential for indirect effects to wildlife as a result of the
increased threat from chemical or oil spills and from increased storm water
run-off; however, the possibility of those effects is not quantifiable.

The Pelican Island site is not the proposed alternative; therefore, no wildlife
EPA-87 habitat mitigation has been proposed. If a permit application were

submitted for this alternative, a mitigation plan would be required.

EPA-89: The ElS has been revised to include a summary of impacts at the
beginning of the cultural resources section for each alternative.

EPA-88 EPA-90: Section 4.3.18 has been revised.

EPA-89

EPA-90

I
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The“Labor Force-RelatedImpacts”discussionon page4-141 identifiesatotal of 116.5
acresof landdevelopmentthatwould beneededto supportthein-migrantlaborpopulation. A
statementabouttheavailability ofthis amountof developablelandshouldbeincluded.

Section4.3.20.1,Populationand Social Characteristics

This sectionfailsto addresstheimpactof project-relatedpopulationchangeson social
characteristicsofthepopulation.Arethereimportantimpactsprojectedfor, for example,age
structure,medianhouseholdincome,povertystatus,etc., thatwould havepositiveornegative
effectson theaffectedcommunity? This commentappliesto all Buildalternatives,

Section4.3.20.1 failsto addresstheimpactof project-relatedpopulationchangeson
socialcharacteristicsof thepopulation.Arethereimportantimpactsprojectedfor, for example,
agestructure,medianhouseholdincome,povertystatus,etc., thatwould havepositiveor
negativeeffectson theaffectedcommunity?This commentappliesto all Build alternatives(i.e.,
Sections4(3-7)20.1).

Section4.3.20.3,Community Values

Is theGalvestonComprehensivePlanthesameastheCity of TexasCity’s plan? The
proposedactionanalyzedtheCity of TexasCity’s plans,butnottheGalvestonComprehensive
plan? Theanalysisneedsto beconsistent. Also thepreferredalternativediscussedhowthe
alternativewould achievethegoalof theTexasplan,will this alternativeachievethesamething?
Pleaseclarify.

Section 4.3.20.4,Housing

This Sectiononly describesthedemandfor housingunits for immigrants,without assessingthe
resultingimpact.What is theimpactof theincreasedhousingdemandon thehousingmarket?
Thissectionshouldaddressbothavailability of housing(is thedemandfor additionalhousing
likely to bemetin boththeshort andlongrun?)andhousingpricesorrent (would affordable
housingbeavailablefor inmigrantsdueto theproject,for currentresidents,andfor immigrants
alreadyexpectedto entertheareain thebaselinescenario?).

Section4.3.20.6,Employmentby Sector

Section4.3.20.6notesthat demandfor constructionworkersasadirect resultofthe
actionis expectedto bemet by theavailableworkforceand,therefore,concludesthat therewill
benoimmigrationof constructionworkers.This sectionshouldaddresspotential immigration,
andassociatedsecondaryimpacts(e.g. additionaldemandfor housingand communityservices
dueto immigration),dueto indirectjobgrowth in constructionandothersectors.

Section4.3.21 CommunityInfrastructureandMunicipal Services,Page4-152

EPA-91: See response to EPA-63.

EPA-92 and -93: See response to EFA-67.

EPA-94: These two plans are not the same since the Galveston
Comprehensive Plan was prepared by, and applies to, the City of
Galveston, while the City of Texas City Vision 2020 plan was prepared by,
and applies to, the City of Texas City. For each alternative site, the most
applicable local plan relating to the community’s values and goals was
reviewed to determine the consistency of the proposed project with the
plans of the community in which it would be located. Since the Shoal Point
alternative is the only site located in the City of Texas City, none of the
other alternative sites would satisfy the goals of the City of Texas City’s
plan. However, it was determined that the most appropriate approach to
addressing community values for each alternative site was to evaluate the
local community’s plans rather than evaluating that community’s ability to
meet the goals of another community’s (i.e., the City of Texas City’s) plan.

EPA-95: See response to EPA-69.

EPA-96: See response to EPA-70.

EPA-91

EPA-92

EPA-93

EPA-94

EPA-95

EPA-96
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As in all alternatives,theutilities analysisin this sectionis incompleteand poorly
organized.The text acknowledgesthat a watersupplyanalysishasnotyetbeenperformed.
Naturalgasis not mentioned,eventhoughit wasaddressedin thebaselinesection(3.20.1).
Wastewateris discussedin two differentsections(4.3.21.1and4.3.21.3);andSection4.3.21.1
statesthat sewagecollectionnetworkscouldbeusedto providewaterto thesite. Impactsthat
occurfromwater-solublecontaminantsthat mayrunoffduringsite constructionorsiteoperation
andthat will not beremovedin anoil waterseparatorneedto bedescribedandquantified.

Theincreasein volumeof stormwaterrunoffdueto developmentof thesiteneedsto bel
quantifiedandany impactsto receivingenvironments(includingincreasedscour,increased
freshwaterimpactson themarineenvironment,etc.)needto bedescribedquantitativelyand
potentiallymitigated. Impactsoftheincreasedflow on thepotential receivingwastewater
treatmentplant needto beaddressed.

Section4.4Bayport Alternative

Section 4.4.2RoadwayTraffic Impact Analysis,Page4-160

Theroadwaytraffic analysisfor theBayportAlternativegenerallyis thoroughandcleari~
presented.Theintroduction,however,shouldcross-referencethediscussionof“Transport-
RelatedImpacts”in Section4.4.19.1 (Land Use). Thesearethetraffic impactsthatmostconcerni
someof thelocal residents,andit is importantthattheyknowthattheEIS doesnot overlook J
them.

Section4.4.3 Noise

This sectionadequatelydiscussesroadwaynoise,butthediscussiononconstructiondoes
not addresspotentialeffectson receptors(noreceptorsareidentified). Thereis nodiscussionof
thenoisethatwouldbegeneratedduringoperations. J

Section4.4.9, HazardousMaterials SiteAssessment,Page4-169

TheFEIS shouldassesstheincreasedprobability of traffic accidentsbetweentraffic
leavingthesite andtraffic carryinghazardousmaterialswithin a givenradius,e.g., I to 2 miles,
of thesite. Accidentsfrom increasedtraffic needto bediscussednot only in this sectionbutalso
in thesectionsdiscussingimpactsto soils, groundwater,andsurfacewater.

Section4.4.9.1,Page4-169

Becauseoftheproximity of thissite to marinewaters,theproponentshouldconsider 1
mitigative measuresthat will protectsurfacewaterfromreleasesduringconstruction. The useof

EPA-97: This section has been revised.

EPA-98: See response to EPA-72

EPA-99: The introduction to Section 4.4.2 has been revised to reference
Section 4.4.19.1, Transport-Related Impacts.

EPA-I 00: See response to EPA-34.

EPA-I 01: See response to EPA-39.

EPA-I 02: See response to EPA-40.

EPA-97

EPA-98

EPA-99

EPA-I 00

EPA-lOl

EPA-I02
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doubleshell tanksfor storageof fuels,drip pans,orconstructionof othersecondarycontainment!
systemsareexamples. I

Section4.4.9.2,Page4-169

The proponentneedsto recognizeandpredicttheprobabilityof spillsdueto operation
thefacility, including spillsof fuelsandotherpotentiallytoxic materialsmaintainedon-site,and
spillsof containerizedmaterials. The impactsofsuchspillsneedsto beconsideredto soils, J
groundwaters,andsurfacewaters,

Section4.4.10,Surface Water Quality and Hydrology, Pages4-169-172

The baselineconditionsdescribedin thissectionneedto bemovedinto Section3,
includingTable4.4.10-1. Table4.4.10-1needsto providedataon theconcentrationsof organics~
(VOAs, SVOCs,pesticides,PARs,etc.)and metalsin thevicinity ofthesite. J

Becausethesurfacewaterdataindicatethat waterquality in thevicinity is relatively hig~
contaminantsfrom stormwaterduringboth constructionandoperation,andre-suspensionof
contaminantsin thesedimentsduringdredgingneedsto bequantitativelyassessed,Mitigative
measuresshouldalsobeproposed.

Dataon theelutriatefrom thesedimentssuggeststhatpotential impactsfrom copperhave
somelikelihoodof occurring. Theproponentshouldassesspotential impactsof dredgingon
surfacewaterquality andtheassociatedaquaticflora andfaunaandconsidermitigative
measures.As apotentialmitigativemeasure,theproponentshouldconsiderscheduling
constructionof thefacility duringnon-migrationalseasonsof thefish. This sectionshouldalso
quantifytheimpactof creatingimpermeablesurfacesonstormwaterflow (e.g.scouratthe
dischargepoint). Pleasequantifytheincreasein relativerisk ofthereleaseof ballastwatersto
themarinewater,in proportionto thenumberofvesselsthat areanticipatedto beusingthesite.

Section4.4.12,Vegetation,Page4-172

Much oftheinformationpresentedin thissectionshouldbemovedto Section3. A map
of theproposedsite with over laysof theplantcommunitiespresentatthesite wouldbe
extremelyhelpful,althoughthis shouldbeprovidedin thebaselinesection,ratherthanin the
impactssectionof theEIS. Theterminologyusedfor theplant communitiesshouldbethatused
in thedescriptionof impactsin thissection. Oncea mapis provided,usingthesame
terminology,theimpactsto eachof thecommunitiescanbevisualized,described,andquantified,
TheFEIS shouldproposemitigativemeasuresthat will mediatetheloss of thetwo woodland
communitieswith tidal inlets.

Section4.4.13Section404/Section10 Jurisdictional Areas (Wetlands and Open Water)

EPA-I 03: See response to EPA-41.

EPA-I 04: The requested changes have been made.

EPA-I 05: Ambient water quality data at the Bayport site does not appear to
be significantly different from that of other sites. Storm water runoff should
be managed appropriately through a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
and Best Management Practices (BMPs) during construction and operation.
The storm-water runoff would likely be routed through oil/water separators
prior to being released to a swale area. The swale area would act as a
biofiltration/retention system prior to the waters being released to Galveston
Bay. Sediment suspension during dredging is routinely assessed prior to
dredging.

EPA-I 06: We agree that one older copper value was found to be above the
ambient criteria, but this appears to have been an isolated incident. The
impact of dredging on flora and fauna is noted. Scheduling dredging “during
non-migrational seasons of the fish” is not considered practical. Impacts of
impervious cover are assessed. As ballast water release in port is now a
rare event, there does not appear to be a quantitative way to predict
changes in such activity.

EPA-I 07: See response to EPA-20. If a permit application was submitted
for this alternative, a detailed mitigation plan would be required.

EPA-I 03

EPA-I 04

EPA-I05

EPA-I06

EPA-I 07
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No attempthasbeenmadeto describewhatchangeswould occurwith developmentof
theBayportsite, only that theproject footprint would “impact”approximately3 acres. The
assumptiononemustmakeis that all oftheseacreswould be lost. Unlike theproponent’s
preferredalternative,thereis noadditionalsupportingmatenalthat even suggeststhat this
alternativewaseverseriouslyevaluatedfor impacts.

Section4.4.14,TerrestrialWildlife, Page4-173

In Section3, thespeciesthat arelikely or havebeenobservedinhabitingtheBayportsite
needto be identified. This sectionshouldcontaininformationpertinentonly to thosespeciestha
will beaffectedby thedevelopment,construction,andoperationof thefacility atthis location. I
addition, this sectionshouldprovidemitigative measuresthat will be implementedandwill
lessenimpactson this site. This sectionalsoneedsto recognizethat noisefrom equipmentand
increasedhumanactivitieswill disturbnot only thewildlife on thesite,but alsoon adjacent
areas

Pleasedescribein theFEIS mitigative measuresfor theloss oftheuplandwoodlands,
shrub-grassuplands,andfreshwaterwetlands. Considerespeciallymitigative measuresfor the
leopardfrogs. Providetheprobability of lossof off-sitewildlife dueto thenoiseof construction
and thenoiseof siteoperation.

Section4.4.15,Aquatic Ecology,Page4-174

This Sectionof theDEIS needsto providea discussionof theimpactson fish, benthos,
andwatercolumn speciesin a quantitativemanner.The impactsof constructionand
maintenancedredgingon theaquaticneedto beconsidered.Basedon thepotential for elevated
copperconcentrationsin thesedimentsand experiencedealingwith sedimentsfrom otherports,
mostport sedimentscontainconcentrationsof organicsand metalsthatmayadverselyimpact
aquaticspecies,whetherornot theyexceedthethresholdsestablishedby thestate. Suspensionof
sedimentsfrom dredgingat constructionor maintenancedredgingaswell asfrom stormwater
run-offwill exposeaquaticflora andfaunato concentrationsof contaminantsthatwill cause
someadverseimpacts,eitheracuteorchronic. The potential impactsshouldbequantified on the
moreSensitivespecies.

Again thepotential for spillsof potentially toxic materialsduringconstructionand
operationof thefacility shouldbequantifiedbasedon constructionandoperationsof other
facilities that aresimilar. Thestatement“There arefar toomanyunknownvariablesto
accuratelypredict theextentof damageorlong-termimpactsaspill would causeon theaquatic
community andtheresultanteffectson thecommercialfishing industry.” needsto be removed.
Thepurposeof andLIS is to identify andquantifythepotential impactsof constructionand
operationof afacility. The impactsofthosespills on theaquaticflora and faunashouldbe
describedin this section.

EPA-108: This section has been modified to update the jurisdictional
EPA-I08 wetland acreage and to clarify that the wetlands within the project footprint

would be lost as a result of project construction at this site. Sufficient
information was provided to assess and compare impacts for each
alternative. If an alternative site were selected for project construction, a
detailed permit application would have to be prepared and submitted to the
USACE, just as the applicant prepared the permit application for the Shoal
Point site, which triggered this EIS.

EPA-I 09 EPA-I09 - 112: The description of species observed on the site has been
moved to Section 3.13. Construction and operation related effects to wildlife
species and habitat are addressed in Section 4.4.14, Environmental
Consequences. The EIS states that the potential for indirect effects to

EPA-I 10 wildlife exists as a result of the increased threat from chemical or oil spills
EPA-Ill and from noise and other human activities; however, the possibility of those

effects is considered to be minimal and is not quantifiable.
EPA-1I2

Because the Bayport site is not the proposed alternative, no wildlife habitat
mitigation was proposed. If a permit application were submitted for this
alternative, a mitigation plan would be required.

EPA-1I3: See response to EPA-57. In addition, the following information
addresses the concerns that are raised in this comment with regard to the

EPA-1I3 potential for elevated copper concentrations. Table C-24, in GBNEP-22
Volume V, provides time trend analysis information on the Texas Water
Commission’s Bayport Ship Channel segment. These data, which include
14 years of data and about one sampling event per year (0.92 per year),
showed copper increasing half a unit per year. However, the 95%
confidence interval showed that there could be either a minor decline or a
more significant increase in copper concentrations. Based on these data, no
firm conclusion of an increasing trend in copper concentration can be
reached and a discussion of one in the Shoal Point ElS would be

EPAII4 inappropriate. In addition, while elutriate data presented in Appendix D
shows three stations with copper concentrations above the detection limits,
these numbers are well below the TWQS of 13.5 mg/kg. Therefore, these
values are not elevated and no adverse effects should be expected.

EPA 114: The impacts section has been revised. Also see response to
EPA-58 regarding spills.
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Pleasequantifytheincreasedthreatto thenektoncommunityfrom chemicaloroil spillsand
quantifylikely indirect impactson coastalbirds. Impactsto oysterbedscouldbemorethan
minimal basedon thecaretakenduringdredgingand redepositionof sediment.Mitigative
measuresneedto protecttheseshellfish.

Section4.4.16,Endangeredand ThreatenedSpecies,Section 4.4.16.2,page 4-175

Mitigative measuresshouldbeprovidedfor to theseaturtlesfrom increasedtraffic,and EPA 116
chemicalspillsorreleases.

Section4.4.17Cultural Resources

This sectiondoesnot identifywhetherimpactsarelikely undereachalternative,theyonl
1

identify presenceorabsenceof cultural resources.Placean impactevaluationsentenceatthe
beginningof eachsection,followed by supportinformation,sothedecisionmakercantell at a
glancewhethersignificantresourceswill beimpacted.

Section4.4.18Commercial and Recreational Navigation

Analysisof potential impactsof developmentofthissite is appropriatefor commercial EPA-I 18
transport. Thereis nodiscussionof potential impactson commercialfishingorrecreational
navigation.

Section4.4.19LandfUse/RecreationlAesthetics,page 4-193

The “Labor Force-RelatedImpacts”discussionon page4-194identifiesatotal of 128.3
acresoflanddevelopmentthat wouldbeneededto supportthein-migrantlaborpopulation. A
statementabouttheavailability of this amountof developablelandshouldbeincluded.

Section 4.4.20Socioeconomics,Section 4.4.20.1,Population and Social Characteristics

This sectionfailsto addresstheimpactof project-relatedpopulationchangesonsocial
characteristicsofthepopulation.Are thereimportantimpactsprojectedfor, for example,age
structure,medianhouseholdincome,povertystatus,etc., thatwouldhavepositiveornegative
effectson theaffectedcommunity? This commentappliesto all Build alternatives.

Section 4.4.20.1alsodoesnot addresstheimpactof project-relatedpopulationchanges
onsocial characteristicsof thepopulation.Arethereimportantimpactsprojectedfor, for
example,agestructure,medianhouseholdincome,poverty status,etc., thatwould havepositive
ornegativeeffectson theaffectedcommunity?

Section4.4.20.3,Community Values

EPA-I15: See response to EPA-58 regarding spills. If a permit application
EPA-II5 were submitted for this alternative, a detailed mitigation plan would be

required for unavoidable impacts.

EPA-116: The Bayport site is not the proposed alternative; therefore, no
wildlife habitat mitigation has been proposed. If a permit application were
submitted for this alternative, a detailed mitigation plan would be required.

EPA-I17: The EIS has been revised to include a summary of impacts at the
beginning of the cultural resources section for each alternative.

EPA-II9: See response to EPA-63.

EPA-I 20 and 121: See response to EPA-67.

EPA-I17 EPA-118: This section has been revised to include a discussion of
commercial fishing and recreational navigation at Bayport.

EPA-1I9

EPA-l 20

EPA-I 21
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Is theGalvestonComprehensivePlanthesameastheCity of TexasCity’s plan? The
proposedactionanalyzedtheCity of TexasCity’s plans,butnottheGalvestonComprehensive
plan? The analysisneedsto beconsistent. Also thepreferredalternativediscussedhow the
alternativewould achievethegoal oftheTexasplan,will thisalternativeachievethesamething?

Section4.4.20.4,Housing

This sectiononly describesthedemandfor housingunits for inmigrants,without
assessingtheresultingimpact.Whatis theimpactof theincreasedhousingdemandon the
housingmarket?This sectionshouldaddressboth availability ofhousing(is thedemandfor
additionalhousinglikely to bemetin both theshort andlong run?)andhousingpricesorrent
(wouldaffordablehousingbeavailablefor inmigrantsdueto theproject,for currentresidents,
andfor inmigrantsalreadyexpectedto entertheareain thebaselinescenario?).

Section4.4.20.6,Employment by Sector

Section4.4.20.6notesthat demandfor constructionworkersasa directresultof the
action is expectedto bemetby theavailableworkforceand,therefore,concludesthat therewill
beno inmigrationofconstructionworkers.This sectionshouldaddresspotentialinmigration,and
associatedsecondaryimpacts(e.g.additional demandfor housingandcommunityservicesdueto
inmigration),dueto indirectjobgrowth in constructionandothersectors,

Section4.4.21 Community Infrastructure andMunicipal Services,Page4-203and
Page4-206

The utilities analysisin this sectionis incompleteandpoorlyorganized.The text
acknowledgesthat a watersupplyanalysishasnot yetbeenperformed. Naturalgasis not
mentioned,eventhoughitwasaddressedin thebaselinesection(3.20.1). Wastewateris
discussedintwo differentsections(4.4.21.1and4.4.21.3);and Section4.4.21.1erroneously
statesthat sewagecollectionnetworkscouldbeusedto providewaterto thesite.

Impactsthat occurfrom water-solublecontaminantsthatmayrunoffduringsite
constructionorsite operationandthatwill not beremovedin anoil waterseparatorneedto be
describedandquantified.

Theincreasein volumeof stormwaterrunoffdueto developmentof thesiteneedsto be
quantifiedandany impactsto receivingenvironments(includingincreasedscour,increased
freshwaterimpactson themarineenvironment,etc.)needto bedescribedquantitativelyand
potentiallymitigated. Impactsof theincreasedflow on theexistingreceivingwastewater
treatmentplantneedto beaddressed.

Section4.5.3 Noise

EPA-I 22: See response to EPA-94. For the Bayport alternative, this
EPA-I22 section included information from the cities of La Porte, Pasadena,

Seabrook, and Shoreacres.

EPA-I 23: See response to EPA-69.

EPA-I 24: See response to EPA-34.

EPA-I 23 EPA-I 25: This section has been revised.

EPA-I 26 and 127: See response to EPA-72.

EPA-I 24

EPA-I 25

EPA-I 26

EPA-I 27

I
I
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Thissectionadequatelydiscussesroadwaynoise,but thediscussionon constructiondoes
notaddresspotentialeffectson receptors(no receptorsare identified). Thereis no discussionof
thenoisethat wouldbegeneratedduringoperations.

Section4.5.12,Vegetation,Page4-224

A mapoftheproposedsitewith over laysof theplant communitiespresentatthesite
would beextremelyhelpful, althoughthis shouldbeprovidedin thebaselinesection,ratherthan
in theimpactssectionoftheEIS.

Section4.5.13Section404/Section10Jurisdictional Areas (Wetlands andOpen Water)

Accordingto thisthree-sentencesection,3 acresof highsalt marshwould be“impacted.”
Onepresumesthismeansdestroyed.It wouldbeniceto know howthe 183 acresofopenwater
wouldbe“impacted.” Presumably,somewouldbefilled, andsomewouldbedredged.But
indicatingonly that 183 acreswould beimpactedis nota sufficient descriptionof potential
impacts.Unlikethepreferredalternative,thereis no additionalsupportingmaterialthateven
suggeststhat this alternativewaseverseriouslyevaluatedfor impacts.

Section4.5.14,TerrestrialWildlife, Page4-225

In Section3, thespeciesthatarelikely or havebeenobservedspecificallyinhabitingthe
Spillman’sIslandsite needto be identified. This sectionshouldcontaininformationpertinentto
thosespeciesthatwill beaffected(ratherthangenericinformation)by thedevelopment,
construction,andoperationof thefacility at thislocation. In addition,this sectionshouldprovide
mitigativemeasuresthat will beimplementedandwill lessenimpactson this site,

This sectionneedstorecognizethatnoisefromequipmentandincreasedhumanactivities
will disturbnot only thewildlife on thesite, but alsoon adjacentareas.Quantify theincreased
indirectthreatfrom chemicaloroil spills andtraffic on coastalbirdsandprovidemitigative
measures.

Section4.5.15,Aquatic Ecology,Page4-225and Page4-226

This sectionneedsto providea discussionof theimpactson fish, benthos,watercolumn
andnektonspeciesin a quantitativemanner. Theincreasedconcentrationsof organicsand
metalsfrom sedimentdredgingmayadverselyimpactaquaticspecies,whetherornottheyexceed
thethresholdsestablishedby thestate. Suspensionof sedimentsfrom dredgingat constructionor
maintenancedredgingaswell asfrom stormwaterrun-offwill exposeaquaticflora andfaunato
concentrationsofcontaminantsthatwill causesomeadverseimpacts,eitheracuteorchronic.
Thepotential impactsshouldbequantified.

EPA-I 28 EPA-I 28: See response to EPA-34.

EPA-I 29 and 130: See response to EPA-20. Vegetation maps with
overlay of the footprint of facility and channels have been added to Section
3. This should clarify impacts.

EPA-I 31 and 132: The description of species observed on the site has
been moved to Section 3.13. Construction and operation related effects to
wildlife species and habitat are addressed in Section 4.5.14, Environmental
Consequences. The EIS states that the potential for indirect effects to
wildlife exists as a result of the increased threat from chemical or oil spills
and from noise and other human activities; however, the possibility of those

EPA-I 30 effects is considered to be minimal and is not quantifiable.

The Spillman’s Island site is not the proposed alternative; therefore, no
wildlife habitat mitigation has been proposed. If a permit application were
submitted for this alternative, a detailed mitigation plan would be required.

EPA-I 33: See response to EPA-57.

EPA-I 29

EPA-I 31

EPA-I 32

EPA-I 33I
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Againthepotential for spills ofpotentially toxic materialsduringconstructionand
operationof thefacility shouldbequantified;the impactsofthosespills on theaquaticflora an
faunashouldbedescribedin thissection, Hereorelsewheretheimpactsto EssentialFish
Habitat(EFH), i.e., impactsthat aredirect, indirect, and/orcumulative,needto bedescribed.
Negativeimpactsareonly alludedto in this section.Mitigative measuresneedto bedeveloped
to reducetheimpactsof dredgingandre-depositionon the live oysterreefsnearSpillman’s
Island.

Section4.5.17CulturalResources

Thissectiondoesnot identifywhetherimpactsarelikely undereachalternative,they onlfl
identify presenceor absenceof culturalresources.Placeanimpactevaluationsentenceatthe EPA-I 35
beginningof eachsection,followed by supportinformation,sothedecisionmakercantell at a
glancewhethersignificantresourceswill be impacted.

Section4.5.18Commercial and Recreational Navigation

This three-sentencesectionindicatesthatlittle impactwouldoccur,a morereasonable
statementthannonewouldoccur(asfor thePelicanIslandsite). No projectionsof ship I EPA-I 36
movements,however,supportsthisstatement.Thereis nodiscussionofpotential impactson
commercialfishing orrecreationalnavigation.

Section4.5.19Land/UselRecreationlAesthetics,Page4-228

The “LaborForce-RelatedImpacts”discussionon page4-228identifiesatotal of 127.9 EPA-I 37
acresoflanddevelopmentthatwould beneededto supportthe in-migrantlabor population. A
statementabouttheavailability ofthis amountof developablelandshouldbe included,

Section4.5.20Socioeconomics,Section4.5.20.1,Populationand SocialCharacteristics

Thissectionfailsto addresstheimpactofproject-relatedpopulationchangeson social
characteristicsofthepopulation.Arethereimportantimpactsprojectedfor, for example,age
structure,medianhouseholdincome,povertystatus,etc., thatwould havepositiveornegative
effectson theaffectedcommunity? This commentappliesto all Build altematives.

This sectionfails to addresstheimpactof project-relatedpopulationchangesonsocial 1
characteristicsof thepopulation.Arethereimportantimpactsprojectedfor, for example,age I EPA-I 39
structure,medianhouseholdincome,povertystatus,etc., thatwould havepositiveornegative
effectson theaffectedcommunity?

Section4.5.20.3,CommunityValues

EPA-I 34: The impacts section has been revised. Also see response to
EPA-58 regarding spills.

Although live oyster reefs occur near this alternative, none are expected to
be covered by re-deposition of dredged material.

EPA-I 35: The EIS has been revised to include a summary of impacts at
the beginning of the cultural resources section for each alternative.

EPA-I 36: This section has been revised to include a discussion of

commercial fishing and recreational navigation at Spillman’s Island.

EPA-I 37: See response to EPA-63.

EPA-I 38 and 139: See response to EPA-67.

440622/020135 J-55



EPA-I 41: See response to EPA-69.
Section4.5.20.4,Housing

EPA-I 42: See response to EPA-70.

1 EPA-I 41 EPA-I 43: This section has been revised.J EPA-I44: See response to EPA-72.

Section4.5.20.6,Employment by Sector

Section4.5.20.6notesthatdemandfor constructionworkersasa directresultofthe
actionis expectedto bemet by theavailableworkforceand,therefore,concludesthattherewill
beno inmigrationof constructionworkers.This sectionshouldaddresspotential inmigration, and
associatedsecondaryimpacts(e.g.additionaldemandfor housingandcommunityservicesdueto
inmigration), dueto indirectjobgrowth in constructionandothersectors.

Section4.5.21Community Infrastructure and Municipal Services,page 4-239

Theutilities analysisin this sectionis incompleteandpoorly organized.Thetext
acknowledgesthat awatersupplyanalysishasnot yetbeenperformed. Natural gasis not
mentioned,eventhoughit was addressedin thebaselinesection(3.20.1). Wastewateris
discussedin two differentsections(4.5.21.1and4.5.21.3);and Section4.5.21.1erroneously
statesthat sewagecollectionnetworkscouldbeusedto providewaterto thesite.

Page4-239

impactsthat occurfrom water-solublecontaminantsthat mayrunoffduringsite
constructionorsite operationandthat will notberemovedin anoil waterseparatorneedto be
describedandquantified.

Section4.6.12,Vegetation, Pages4-258- 259

A mapoftheproposedsite with overlaysoftheplant communitiespresentat thesite
wouldbeextremelyhelpful, althoughthisshouldbeprovidedin thebaselinesection,ratherthan
in theimpactssectionof theEIS. The terminologyusedfor theplant communitiesshouldbethat

Is theGalvestonComprehensivePlanthesameastheCity of TexasCity’s plan? The
proposedactionanalyzedtheCity of TexasCity’s plans,but nottheGalvestonComprehensive
plan? The analysisneedsto beconsistent.Also thepreferredalternativediscussedhow the
alternativewould achievethegoaloftheTexasplan,will this alternativeachievethesamething?

This sectiononly describesthedemandfor housingunits for inmigrants,without
assessingtheresultingimpact.Whatis theimpactoftheincreasedhousingdemandon the
housingmarket?This sectionshouldaddressboth availability ofhousing(is thedemandfor
additionalhousinglikely to bemet inboth theshort andlongrun?)andhousingpricesorrent
(wouldaffordablehousingbeavailablefor inmigrantsdueto theproject,for currentresidents,
andfor inmigrantsalreadyexpectedto entertheareain thebaselinescenario?).

EPA-I 40: See response to EPA-94. For the Spillman’s Island alternative,
EPA-I 40 this section included information from the cities of La Porte and Morgan’s

Point.

EPA-I 45: See response to EPA-20. If a permit application were submitted,
a detailed mitigation plan would be required.

I

EPA-I 42

EPA-I 43

EPA-I 44

EPA-I 45
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usedin thedescriptionof impactsin this section. Onceamapis provided,usingthesame
terminology,theimpactsto eachof thecommunitiescanbevisualized,described,and quantified~
The FEIS to includemitigativemeasuresfor theremoval ofuplandshrubland/grassland,
slat/brackishmarsandfresh/brackishpond vegetation.

Section4.6.13,Section404/Section10 Jurisdictional Areas(Wetlands and OpenWater)

Accordingto this two-sentencesection,5 acresofjurisdictionalwetlandsand 116 acres1
of openwaterwould be“impacted.” How? TheFEIS needsto providemitigativemeasuresthat I
will eitherreducethelossof wetlandson thesite, orwill createwetlandselsewhereto reducethe I
impactsof removingthewetlandsfromthesite. J

Section4.6.14,Terrestrial Wildlife, Pages4-259andPage4-260

In Section3, thespeciesthat arelikely to inhabitthis site needto beidentified. The
proponentneedsto describethewildlife associatedwith theplantcommunitiesmentioned.This
sectionshouldprovidemitigative measuresthatwill beimplementedandwill lessenimpactson
this siteincluding specifically,mitigationfor thewaterfowl thatwill bedisplaced.

Pleaseprovidefurtherinvestigationof theformer/existingrookeryandprovidemitigation
if therookeryis still presentand activeattheAlexanderIslandlocationandcouldbe impactedb
theactivitiesatthesite. This sectionneedsto recognizethatnoisefrom equipmentandincreased
humanactivitieswill disturbnot only thewildlife on thesite,butalsoonadjacentareas.

Section4.6.15,Aquatic Ecology,Pages4-260and Page4-261

This sectionneedsto providea discussionoftheimpactson fish, benthos,watercolumn,
andnektonspeciesin a quantitativemanner.The DEIS indicatesthat impactsfromdredgingare
anticipatedto beminimal. Basedon experiencedealingwith sedimentsfrom otherports,most
portsedimentscontainconcentrationsof organicsandmetalsthat mayadverselyimpactaquatic
species,whetherornot theyexceedthethresholdsestablishedby thestate. Suspensionof
sedimentsfrom dredgingat constructionormaintenancedredgingaswell asfrom stormwater
run-offwill exposeaquaticfloraandfaunato concentrationsof contaminantsthatwill cause
someadverseimpacts,eitheracuteorchronic. Thepotential impactsshouldbequantifiedon the
moresensitivespecies.

Thepotential for spills ofpotentially toxic materialsduringconstructionandoperation
thefacility shouldbequantified;theimpactsof thosespills on theaquaticflora andfaunashould
bedescribedin this section.Hereorelsewheretheimpactsto EssentialFishHabitat(EFH), i.e.,
impactsthat aredirect, indirect,and/orcumulative,needto bedescribed,Negativeimpactsare
only alludedto in this section.

Section4.6.16,Endangered and ThreatenedSpecies,Section 4.6.16.2,Page4-261

EPA-146: This section has been modified to clarify that the wetlands within
the project footprint would be lost as a result of project construction at this
site. If a permit application were submitted for this alternative, a detailed
mitigation plan would be required.

EPA-I47: The description of species observed on the site has been
moved to Section 3.13. Construction and operation related effects to
wildlife species and habitat are addressed in Section 4.6.14, Environmental
Consequences. The EIS states that the potential for indirect effects to
wildlife exists as a result of the increased threat from chemical or oil spills
and from noise and other human related activities; however, the possibility
of those effects is considered to be minimal and is not quantifiable.

The Alexander Island site is not the proposed alternative; therefore, no
wildlife habitat mitigation has been proposed. If a permit application were

EPAI ~ submitted for this alternative, a detailed mitigation plan would be required.

EPA-I 48: See response to EPA-57.

EPA-I 49: The impacts section has been revised. Also see response to
EPA-58 regarding spills.

EPA-I 46

EPA-I 48

EPA-I 49
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Section4.7.17Cultural Resources

Section4.6.18 Commercial and Recreational Navigation

Section4.6.19LandlUse/RecreationlAesthetics

This sectionfailsto addresstheimpactof project-relatedpopulationchangeson social
characteristicsofthepopulation.Arethereimportantimpactsprojectedfor for example,age
structure,medianhouseholdincome,poverty status,etc., thatwouldhavepositiveornegative
effectson theaffectedcommunity? This commentappliesto all Build alternatives,

Section4.6.20.1 failsto addresstheimpactof project-relatedpopulationchangeson
socialcharacteristicsof thepopulation.Arethereimportantimpactsprojectedfor, for example,
agestructure,medianhouseholdincome,poverty status,etc., that would havepositiveor
negativeeffectson theaffectedcommunity?

Section4.6.20.3,Community Values

Is theGalvestonComprehensivePlan thesameastheCity of TexasCity’s plan? The
proposedactionanalyzedtheCity ofTexasCity’s plans,but not theGalvestonComprehensive
plan? The analysisneedsto beconsistent.Also thepreferredalternativediscussedhowthe
alternativewould achievethegoalof theTexasplan,will this alternativeachievethesamething?

I
I

EPA-153

would be required.

EPA-I 53: See response to EPA-63.

EPA-I 54 and -155: See response to EPA-67.

Mitigative measuresshouldbeprovidedfor to theseaturtles fromincreasedtraffic,and
chemicalspillsorreleases.

This sectiondoesnot identify whetherimpactsarelikely undereachalternative,theyonly
identify presenceor absenceof cultural resources.Placean impactevaluationsentenceatthe
beginningof eachsection,followedby supportinformation,sothedecisionmakercantell at a
glancewhethersignificantresourceswill beimpacted.

This three-sentencesectionindicatesthat little impactwould occur, amorereasonable
statementthannonewould occur(asfor thePelicanIslandsite). Noprojectionsof ship
movements,however,supportsthis statement,Thereis nodiscussionofpotential impactson
commercialfishing orrecreationalnavigation.

EPA-I 50 EPA-I 50: The Alexander Island site is not the proposed alternative;
therefore, no wildlife habitat mitigation has been proposed. If a permit
application were submitted for this alternative, a detailed mitigation plan

EPA-I 51: The EIS has been revised to include a summary of impacts
EPA-I 51 at the beginning of the cultural resources section for each alternative.

EPA-I 52: This section has been revised to include a discussion of
commercial fishing and recreational navigation at Alexander Island.

The“LaborForce-RelatedImpacts”discussiononpage4-263identifiesatotal of 128
acresoflanddevelopmentthatwould beneededto supportthein-migrantlaborpopulation. A
statementabouttheavailability ofthis amountof developablelandshouldbe included.

Section4.6.20,Socioeconomics,Section4.6.20.1,Population and SocialCharacteristics

EPA-I 56: See response to EPA-94. For the Alexander Island
alternative, this section included information from the City of Baytown.

EPA-I54

EPA-I55

I
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Section4.6.20.4,Housing EPA-I 57: See response to EPA-69.

This sectiononly describesthedemandfor housingunits for inmigrants,without
assessingtheresultingimpact.Whatis theimpactof theincreasedhousingdemandon the
housingmarket?This sectionshouldaddressbothavailability of housing(is thedemandfor
additionalhousinglikely to bemetin boththeshort andlong run?)andhousingpricesor rent
(would affordablehousingbeavailablefor inmigrantsdueto theproject, for currentresidents,
andfor inmigrantsalreadyexpectedto entertheareain thebaselinescenario?).

Section4.6.20.6,Employmentby Sector

Section4.6.20.6notesthatdemandfor constructionworkersasadirectresultof the
actionis expectedto bemetby theavailableworkforceand,therefore,concludesthat therewill
beno inmigrationof constructionworkers.Thissectionshouldaddresspotentialinmigration, andj
associatedsecondaryimpacts(e.g. additionaldemandfor housingandcommunityservicesdueto I EPA-I 58
inmigration), dueto indirectjobgrowth in constructionandothersectors, J
Section4.6.21 CommunityInfrastructure and Municipal Services,Page4-273

Theutilities analysisin this sectionis incompleteandpoorly organized.Thetext
acknowledgesthata watersupplyanalysishasnotyet beenperformed. Naturalgasis not
mentioned,eventhoughit wasaddressedin thebaselinesection(3.20.1). Wastewateris
discussedintwo different sections(4.6.21.1and4.6.21.3);andSection4.6.21.1erroneously
statesthatsewagecollectionnetworkscouldbeusedto providewaterto thesite. Impactsthat
occurfromwater-solublecontaminantsthat mayrunoff duringsiteconstructionorsiteoperation
andthatwill notbe removedin an oil waterseparatorneedto bedescribedandquantified.

Theincreasein volume of stormwaterrunoffdueto developmentof thesite needsto be 1
quantifiedandanyimpactsto receivingenvironments(includingincreasedscour,increased I EPA-I 60
freshwaterimpactson themarineenvironment,etc.)needto bedescribedquantitativelyand
potentiallymitigated.Impactsof the increasedflow on theexistingtreatmentplantthatmay
receivewastewaterfromthesite needto beaddressed.

Section4.7 CedarPoint Alternative

Section4.7.3 Noise

Thissectionadequatelydiscussesroadwaynoise,but thediscussionon constructiondoes
notaddresspotential effectson receptors(no receptorsareidentified). Thereis no discussionof
thenoisethatwould begeneratedduringoperations.Pleasediscussthis concernin theFEIS.

Section4.8, CumulativeEffects

I
EPA-I 58: See response to EPA-70.

EPA-157 .

EPA-I 59: This section has been revised.
EPA-I 60: See response EPA-72.

EPA-I 61: See response EPA-34.

EPA-I59

EPA-I 61
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Thecumulativeeffectsof all thealternatives(ratherthanjusttheproposedsite)needto
beevaluatedandcompared.Section4.8.6 shouldincludea discussionofthesensitivity of
modelsusedto assesseconomicimpactsto theinclusionof additionalprojectsthatarelikely to
bebuilt. Aretheresultsrelatedto theproposedproject in Section4.2.20(e.g.,expected
availability of workersfor constructionandoperation)sensitiveto inclusionof additional
projectsthat arelikely to beconstructed?Arethemultipliersfrom theTexasInput-Output
Model,which areusedto assesseffectson employmentandhouseholdincome,sensitiveto
inclusionof additionalprojects?Cumulativeimpactsshouldassesstheimpactsof existing
developmentandreasonablyanticipatedfuture development.Section4.8.7 doesnotdo that.
Examplesof cumulativeimpactsthat shouldbeevaluatedandthat wereimmediately apparentas
absentarepresentedbelow:

Cumulativeimpactson theincreasedpotentialfor hazardousmaterialsspills on soils,
groundwaterandsurfacewaterneedtobequantifiedandassessed.Additionallywithin
this section,thereneedstobeacomparativeevaluationof thenumberof hazardous
materialssiteswithin theconsideredradiusof eachproposedandalternativesite andan
assessmentofthecumulativeimpactsof havingmore or fewerhazardousmaterialssites,

Cumulativeimpactsto thevegetativeandterrestrialwildlife communities(especially
wetlands)of additionaldevelopmentin theGreaterHoustonareaneedto bequantified
andassessed.

The proponentneedsto describethecumulativeimpactsofroutinedredgingfrom this 1
projectandotherroutinedredgingin thegreaterareaof theproposedandalternativesites, I
Impactsthatshouldbeevaluatedincludeimpactson theaquaticflora andfauna,impacts
onT&E species.

• Theimpactofincreasedstormwaterrun-off fromthis projectandothersiteson sediment
andwaterquality needsto beevaluated.

Pages4-324through 4-326

Cumulativeimpactsonwaterquality and hydrologyshouldassesstheimpactsof existing
1

developmentandreasonablyanticipatedfuture development.Section4.8.8 doesnot do that,
Examplesof cumulativeimpactsthatshouldbeevaluatedandthat wereimmediatelyapparentas
absentarepresentedbelow:

• Theproponentneedsto considerthecumulativeimpactsof spillswithin theradiusof
considerationfromthehazardousmaterialsassessmenton both groundwaterandsurface
waterquality in combinationwith thepotential impactsfromconstructionand operation
of theproposedand alternativefacilities.

EPA-I 62 EPA-I 62: The Cumulative Effects assessment was performed on a
regional basis, and the impacts of the proposed project would be similar at
any of the alternative sites. Based on these factors, the results of the

EPA-I 63 cumulative effects assessment would vary little if a separate assessment
were performed for each alternative site. Therefore, the results of the
assessment performed can be assumed to be valid for any of the

EPA-I 64 alternative sites.

EPAI63: The models used in the evaluation of economic effects assess
the number ofjobs that would be generated by the construction and
operational expenditures of the project. While such models could,
theoretically, be used to assess region-wide job production from a
cumulative effects perspective, this would require specific information on
direct expenditures for each project to be included in the modeling effort.
Even if this information were readily available, such an assessment for the
Houston metropolitan area is beyond the scope of this ElS and has not
been completed by the H-GAC or the Texas Comptroller’s office. Section
4.8.6 describes growth and employment trends in the region and
references the information provided in the discussion of the No-Action
alternative as a reasonable indication of economic effects that can be
expected as a result of anticipated growth in the region.

EPA-I 64: Section 4.8.7 describes the trends in habitat losses related to
past development in the vicinity of the project site, the types of
development expected to continue in the region, efforts that are underway
to minimize habitat losses, mitigating aspects of the proposed project that
would decrease the contribution of the project to cumulative impacts on
ecological resources, and controls that are in place to further minimize
adverse ecological effects. As stated in Section 4.8.7, specific data
regarding the extent of wetlands and habitats to be affected by future
projects in the region are often not readily available, making precise
quantification of these impacts impractical.

EPA-I 70 EPA-I 65: Section 4.8 has been revised to include a statement regarding
cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials.

EPA-I 65

EPA-I 66

EPA-I 67

EPA-I 68

EPA-I 69
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EPA-I 66: See response to EPA-164.

EPA-I 67: Discussions of potential cumulative effects of routine dredging
activities has been added to sections 4.8.7 and 4.8.8.

EPA-I 68: Potential impacts of increased storm water runoff are discussed
in Section 4.8.8 of the DEIS.

EPA-I 69: Impacts of existing and anticipated future development on water
quality and hydrology are addressed in 4.8.8 through a methodology that
correlates current and projected population to impervious cover.

EPA-I 70: Section 4.8 has been revised to include a statement regarding
cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials.
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• Thecumulativeimpactsof dredgingfor theconstructionof thisprojectandtheroutine 1
maintenancedredgingin thegreatervicinity of theproposedandalternativesitesneedto
be considered.Specifically,theimpactsofcontaminantsassociatedwith thesediment
particleson waterquality needto be assessed.

• Cumulativewaterquality impactsshouldincludequantitativeassessmentofimpactsto
SVOCs,PCBs,VOCs,metalsandpesticides.Thefactthatfish haveelevated
concentrationsof organicsandmetalsin their tissuewould imply thatthesedimentand or
thewatercolumnhassubstantialconcentrationsof thesecontaminants,makingthe
requestfor thesedatain SurfaceWatersection.implementationofthis projectis likely to
havecumulativeimpactsfrom spills on theseconcentrationsand on thefish andshell fish
in thearea. Theseneedto berecognizedandpotentiallymitigated. Pleasediscussin the
FEIS.

Mitigation

With theexceptionofthewetlandmitigationin SwanLakefor theShoalPoint
alternative,thereis no mitigationdiscussedfor any otheralternativefor noise;physiography,
topography,andbathymetry;energyandmineral resources;surfacesoils;Section404/Section10
jurisdictionalareas;or commercialandrecreationalnavigation(geologyis unlikely to requireany
mitigation). It is notclearfromtheshortandambiguousdiscussionsof impactsfor these
sectionswhetheranymitigationswouldberequiredornot(althoughmostsectionsimply or
assertthatnonewould be required). Therewasconsiderablediscussionon themitigationof
noiseimpactsin theBayportEIS, andpresumablya similardiscussionis warrantedhere,Please
includein theFEIS.

EPA-I 71: Discussions of potential cumulative effects of routine dredging
EPA-I7I activities have been added to sections 4.8.7 and 4.8.8.

EPA-I 72: Comment indicates that because “fish have elevated
concentrations of organics and metals in their tissue” it implies that the
sediment and water column have substantial concentrations of these
contaminants. Possibly this comment refers to the consumption

EPA-172 advisory/TMDL for dioxin in blue crab and catfish in the HSC and upper
bay, including Bayport channel. Dioxins have been measured in sediments
and tissue in the upper bay and HSC, most recently by PBS&J (2002).
Detections of dioxins in water must await deployment of more sensitive
equipment. The TNRCC has a TMDL study underway to quantify the
sources of dioxins and develop a management plan to manage these
sources. There is also a TMDL study underway on Patrick Bayou that
includes mercury that is apparently associated with industrial activity. This
location is upstream of any alternative sites. We agree that whatever
contribution to contaminants that would be generated from additional

EPA-l ~ container traffic would be added to some degree to whatever existed in the
environment. However, there is no assurance that this would be additive,
as it is doubtful that container traffic is a significant source of dioxins or
other contaminants and that the spills from such traffic would be significant.

EPA-I 73: Mitigation has been proposed for the proposed alternative
because the proposed alternative is the subject of the Section 404/10
permit application that triggered this EIS. If another alternative site were
selected, a detailed permit application and mitigation plan would be
required before the project could proceed.
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Robert I. Hustos.Chomnnop
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Jeffrey A. Sofia,. E.reruthaDirortor

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCECONSERVATION COMMISSION
&ofeeJ/i~gl’ci’ao byR~daci~gsodPreix’nliog Pollufja,,

February28, 2002

U.S. Army Corpsof Engineers
GalvestonDistrict CESWG-PE-RE
P.O.Box 1229
Galveston,Texas 77553-1229

A1’TN. Ms. SharonTirpak

RE: USACEPermitApplicationNo. 21979

DearSir:

As describedin theDecember28,2001,Joint PublicNotice, theDraft EnvironmentalImpactStatement
(DEIS), andthe permitupptication fortheproposedShoalPoint ContainerTerminal,theCity of TexasCity
(applicant)proposestoconstructa400 acreshippingcontaineryardn~th6berthingareasandaccompanying
1usdaccessroadon ShoalPoint,anactivedredgematerialplacementareasouth oftheTexasCity Dike and
adjacentto theTexasCity Channelin TexasCity, GalvestonCounty, Texas. Projectplansinclude the
dredgingof anew turningbasinand thedeepeningof the TexasCity Channel(includingthe TexasCity
TurningBasin,IndustrialCanal,andIndustrialCanalTurningBasin) from -40feetMLT to .45 feetMLT.
Theapplicantplansto developtheterminalin partershipwith TexasCity InternationalTerminals(TCJT),
ajoinseffort ofSievedoringServicesofAmencaandAmericanaShips.Thepurposeofiheproposedfacility
istomeetaregionalneedfor handlingprojectedincreasesis containercargoactivity’.

The proposedShoalPoint ContainerTerminal is scheduledto beconstructedin threephases.PhaseI
involves the constructionof a 125 acrecontaineryard. two berthingareas,and a four-lane accessroad
connectingthe terminalyardto Loop 197. PhaseII would addanother125 acreyard andIwo berthsand
would includethedredgingof thenew turningbasinanddeepeningof theTexasCity Channel,The final
phaseof the proposedproject calls for theconstructionofa ISOacrecontaineryard andtwo additional
berths. Theestimatedconstructioncommencementdatesfor PhasesI, II, and III are2002,2006,and 2014,
respectively.

The impacts anticipated from the full build~outof the project include the following (all figures are
approximate):650.9surfaceacresofdredging(11.9 million cubicyards(mcy) ofnewwork material from
the berthing areas,turning basin, and channel); 9.7 acres of open water fill (accessroad impacts
predominantlyto SwanLuke andsheTexasCityHurricaneChannel);13.3acresofhydrologically-connected
wetlandfill (containeryardandaccessroadimpactsto areasalong Loop197, SsvanLake,theHurricane
Channel,andthenortheastshorelineofShoalPoint);and37,7 acresof hydrologically-isolatedwetlandfill
(containeryardimpactsto areaswithin existingplacementareason ShoalPoint). Ascompensationfor the
hydrologically-connectedwetlandimpacts,the applicantproposesto constructinter-tidal marshwithin 45
acresofthenorthernportionof SsvanLake,locatedimmediately southeastof ShoalPoint. Compensation
is notofferedfor the hydrologically-isolatedwetlandimpactsbecausethey are pioneeredwetlandswithin

P.O Roe 13087 • Austin, ‘Jesus 78711-3007 • 5121239.1000 • lsie,neladdress: iswi,-.to,scstate.ts,o,
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USACEPermitApplicationNo.2l979 TNRCCI-I: See response to EPA-lU, regarding availability of new work
February28, 2002 - material for use in Swan Lake and Beneficial Use sites.

activeplacementareasandcould be filled at anygiven time by routinedispooalof maintenancedredge
material.

Becausethe constructionof the containeryardainvolvesthe placementof fill in portionsof the active
placementareas(Cello A and B), a draft DredgeMaterial ManagementPlan (DMIOvIP) hasbeenappended
tothe DEIS to addresstheneedto replacelost disposalcapacity. TheDMIMP accountsfor thebeneficial
useor diaposalof all dredgematerialto begeneratedby theprojectaswell asanticipatedmaintenance
dredgingmaterialfor theTexasCity ChannelandthePortofTexasCity for the next50years.Theplancalls
for thecreationof 1,308acresofbeneficialusesitesnearthe projectarea(eachwith inter-tidalmarshlopen
watercomponents)andtherelocationand reconfigurationofthe activedredgematerialplacementareason
ShoalPoint(PA 5 and6).

SwanLakeis oneof sevenbeneficialusesitesplannedthroughtheproposedproject. Theestimatedtotal
acreageof the site, including the45 acremitigationarea,is 363 acres.Historically, SwanLakereceived
contaminatedwastewaterdischargesfrom thenearbyTex-Tinfacility, which to currentlya Superfundsite
undergoingremedialaction, In addition,significantgroundsubsidenceoverthe past50 yearshaschanged
SwanLakefromwhatwasoncea shallow, intertidalembaymentto a predominantlyopenwatersystem.
StateandFederalNaturalResourceTrustees(Trustees)arecurrentlyinvolvedtn effortsto restorea portion
ofSwanLakeusingfundsspecificallytargetedfor this purpose.TheTexasNaturalResourceConservation
Commission(TNRCC) recognizesthe dedicationof PhaseI newwork dredgematertal toward this effort
(designatedasthe“TNRCC RestorationProject” intheDMMP). Theagreementto providePhaseI material
for the Trustees’marshrestorationprojectrepresentstheculminationof extensivediscussionsbetweenthe
agencies,the applicant,andTCIT representatives.

TheTNRCC isconcemed,however,aboutthepossibility thatthefull restorationof SwanLakeandthenew
constructionofBeneficialUseSite 1 (BUS I) will notbecompletedif the proposedprojectneverprogresses
beyondPhase!.At the endofPhase!,the DMMP showsSwanLaketo be21%completeandBUS ito be
18%completewith ttscontainmenllevees100%complete.TherestorationofSwanLaketopre-subsidence
conditionsandtheassociatedbenefitof cappingexisting,contaminatedsedimentsarebothhigh prtoritieu
for the TNRCC. Furthermore,thoughthe proposedconstructionof BUS I is not a restorationeffort, an
incompletebuild-outcosild result in a net environmentallossfor the conlainedarea, Pleasecommenton
whethera PhaseI-only project canaccountfor the completionof both beneficial usesites or whether
measurescanbeimplementedto leaveanyunfinishedwork, at a minimum,in an environmentallyneutral
state.

To maximizetherestorationefforts in SwanLake, the TNRCC requeststhat the DMMP includea clear
representationof thevolume of PhaseI dredgematerialthat will be madeavailablespecifically for the
Trustees’ marshrestorationproject, Any amountofPhase!materialnot specificallydedicatedfor other
purposesshouldbe designatedwithin the DMMP to theTrustees’project. The ‘I”NRCC requeststhatall
SovanLakemarnhcreationwork scheduledto be performed during PhaseII of the proposedprojectbe
consistent,orat leastcompatiblewith, the conceptualdesignof the approximately45 acremitigationsite
plannedfor PhaseI, andthemarshto becreatedthroughthe Trustees’project. Pleaseprovide information
demonstratinganycurrentorplannedcoordinationeffortsaimedatachievingthis goal. Lastly, it isnotclear
svho will beresponsiblefor theconstruction,planting,monitoring,andsuccesscriteriaofthemitigationsite
aswell asall of theplannedbeneficialusesites, Pleaseidentifywho will be responsiblefor thesetasks.

Insufficient information is containedin the joint publicnotice,the DEIS, and the permitapplicationto
completea waterquality certificationdetermination.Thefollowing issuesmustbe addressedbeforea

If the project does not proceed beyond Phase I, the applicant would not be
responsible for completion of the entire Swan Lake marsh restoration
project or Beneficial Use sites. The USACE would assume responsibility
for completion of Beneficial Use sites that the USACE uses for placement
of maintenance material.

TNRCCI-2: See response to EPA-b. The applicant has contracted with
an engineering firm to design both the 45-acre mitigation area and the
entire Swan Lake marsh restoration project. The marsh design will be
provided to the State and Federal Natural Resources Trustees for their use
in the restoration project in Swan Lake. This should ensure compatibility of
the various marsh restoration projects in Swan Lake. The applicant will be
responsible for the construction, planting, monitoring, and success criteria
of the mitigation site, and either the applicant or the USACE will bear these
responsibilities for the Beneficial Use sites, depending on who bears
responsibility for placement of the material in each Beneficial Use site.

TNRCCI -~1

TNRCCI-2
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USACEPermitApplication No. 21979
Page3
February28, 2002

certification can be completed. Responsesto this lettermay raiseother questionsthat svill needto be
addressedbeforeawaler qualitycertification determinationcanbe made.

I. Sedimentstargetedfor new work dredgingshould be chemicallytestedfor contamination.This
sedimenttentingshouldbedone,with theresultssubmittedto theTNRCCfor evaluation,beforethe
permittingprocessiscompleted.Newwork sedimentsincludethoseintheproposedberthing,turning
basin,andTexasCity Channeldeepeningareas.Testingof maintenancemateriallobe usedin the
constructionofbeneficialuse sitesshouldbeperformedprior to placementofthematerial. Methods
for coordinatingT’N’RCC evaluationofall sedimentanalyseswill needto bedefined.

2. All bent managementpracticesplannedfor project useto reducethe short-termand long-term
turbidity andsuspendedsolids in thewatersbeingdredgedorfilled will needto bedescribedprior
to issuanceofthecertification.Themethodsthatwill be usedto minimizeimpactsto surfacewaters
during the construction of the containeryards,wharves, and accessroad will also needto be
described.

3. Effluent from placementareasPA5andPA6must be requiredto meeta300 mg/I totalsuspended
solids limitation.

4 Prior to issuanceof the certification, additional detailsmustbe submittedto allow TNRCC to
evaluateplansfor stormwalercollectionandtreatmentontheproject site. This information should
accountfor thehandlingofstormwaterrunofffrom thecontaineryard,wharf, andaccessroad areas
bothduring andafterconstruction.

The ‘I”N’RCC looks forss’ardto receiving andevaluatingotheragencyorpublic comments.Pleaseprovide
anyagencycomments,public comments(includingcopiesof commentssubmitteddunrigtheJanuary29,
2002public hearing),aswell astheapplicant’scommentsto Mr. GreggEssleyoftheWaterQuality Division
MC- 150, P.O.Box13087,Austin,Texas78711-3087.Mr. Easleymay alsobe contactedby phoneat (512)
239-4539.orby e-mailat geas1ey~lnrcc.slolo.tX.US.

Sincerely,

JAS/GE/emh

coo: Doug Hoover,City of TexasCity, P.O.Box 2608,TexasCity, Texas77592
CeciliaGreen,PBS&J,206Wild BasinRoad,Suite300, Austin,Texas78746-3343
JoeMoseley,ShinerMoseleyandAssociates,Inc., 555 N. Carancahua,Suite 1650,

CorpusChristi,Texas,78478
Chris Cornell,BERGERJABAMEngineers,Inc., 33301NinthAvenueSouth,

FederalWay,WA 98003-6395

TNRCCI-3

TNRCC1-4

11 TNRCCI -5

TNRCCI-6

TNRCCI-3: New work sediment cores from the area to be dredged were
tested for human contamination. Results are presented in Appendix D-4.
As would be expected, no anthropogenic contaminants were reported in the
analyses.

TNRCCI-4: In order to reduce suspended solids during dredging
operations, the majority of dredged materials that are destined for Shoal
Point would be deposited within the existing confined disposal areas.
Shoal Point is an existing confined disposal site that is divided into three
independent cells, with each cell having either an outlet or weir structure.
These structures are designed to increase the time of concentration
(decant) of the dredged material. Once the material has reached an
acceptable concentration level, the structures are opened and the effluent
is released to the discharge waters. The practice of utilizing the existing
cell arrangement on Shoal Point has been effectively used by the USACE
for approximately the last 20 years.

For the material that is destined for Swan Lake and the Beneficial Use site
levees, there is no practical means of controlling turbidity other than
minimizing the pumping distance so that clay balls suffer the least loss in
transit.

Typical best management practices (BMP5) that may be used to control
sediment and erosion during construction may include the following. Other
BMPs may be added as the project progresses into the design phase.

Stabilized Construction Entrance / Tire Wash
• Silt Fence
• Construction Roadway Stabilization
• Nets and Blankets
• Seeding
• Brush Barriers
• Dust Control
• Conveyance Ditches
• Interceptor Dikes and Swales

A Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and Storm-Water
Pollution Prevention Plan will also be developed for the project as part of
the TPDES permit applications.
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TNRCCI-5: The return flows from PA 5&6, like other confined placement
areas, will meet the TSS concentration limits in place at time of dredging.

TNRCC1-6: Storm-water controls would comply with Federal, state and
local regulations in place at the time of the detailed design.

The design of the access corridor’s storm water collection system will likely
be performed in accordance with the latest Texas Department of
Transportation design standards, and other state and local standards.

The container yard’s storm-water collection system will likely be designed
for a 10-year, 24-hour storm event. The storm-water runoff will likely be
routed through oil/water separators prior to being released to a swale area.
The swale area will act as a biofiltration/retention system prior to the waters
being released to Galveston Bay.

A Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and Storm-Water
Pollution Prevention Plan will also be developed for the project as part of
the TPDES permit applications.
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TNRCC2-I, 2-2, & 2-3: See response to EPA-5.
Rob~ttJ.J’~nton a~b~nw~

- ~ i; By letter to the TNRCC dated August 30, 2002 (Appendix H-9), the project
sponsors have committed to:

‘rExA.s NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATIONCOMMIS~)N 1. Maximize shore power electric dredge during the construction of the
project and utilize diesel generator power dredge only as necessary and
only between the October 31st to April 1st time frame of each year.

Ms. ShatonMmzellaThpak
Departmentofte Anny
GalvestonDistiict,CorpsOf E~giIIeCrS

P•O.Box 1229
Galveston,Texas77553-1229

DearMs.Thpak

Plrasc~ndourcomnment3tOtheDxa vilonmentallmpactSt*telnenl(DEXS)for I ,c CityofTe~as
City’s psoposedShoal Point Container Teensinat- We anxiously awaitthefine Euvirownantal
Impactstatement(E1S)~endarcpseparedtoprovidcapositiveGeneralConfonret: Analysisif the
following issuescanbeaddressedto oursatithctionin thefoss!EIS.

OvertheMat scvn.31yeatswehavebeenworkingdiligently with the interested~ riles associated
withthfproposedSbOalPOifltCOntaiflerTemU~including eclocaIgoverninert:associatedwith
this prvject,theUS.EnvimnmentslPrnteCti**1AgC12c7,youragency,endvarlone’~osultlugfirms.
~hi ~ss wasvezyimportantfromnaplaziningperspectiveandbaaallowedou.i encytoprovide
thesecoiiimezitson theDES.

isisourunderstandingthatnotalldredgingwill beacconiphehedusingthcelectri:kedgepoweredl
by theelectricalgrid. Sousedredgingwill haveto becompletedusingadieselgt ~niazortopower I.

~t4~ ifre* dueto e~55j()flc~ jssue$. The TexasNaturalR.CSOUt S Conservation I
Cemmisslon(ThRCC)reqnantsthatthesponsorscommitthatthisportionofili.: hedgingwill ho I TN RCC2- 1
camedoutonly duringtheOctober31to April 1’ time~smeofeachycar.Ozone’ rmstionisrnnst.’ I
sensitiveto nitrogencttide(NOx) emissionsduringsprin& summer,andearlylit uonths. J
Second,theDEIS includesreductionsassociatedwith SenateBill 5 programa Sn2etcDiR 5 is
expectedto mna~upthereductionsEs-cmtherepealedConstructionShiftandM’ lezal~dPurchaau
of Tier2/Tier3 equipment. However,theprojectsponsorsbaysmadenoconirt:’ centto apply for
a grant, r~orto requireconfractorsto applyfora SenateDill 5 grantaspartoftlu biddingwocces.
TNRCCrecognizesthat SenateBillS grantsatecompetitiveinnauneandeves’ Fthesponsorsor
thesponsors’constructioncontractorsapplyfor a~anrtheymay notreccive no. However, a
simplecontractrequirementreqissstingall éonsuizcOnCOZitractOrstomakean z: empsatsecuring
aSenatoBill5 a twin ssurcthe RCCtha!theseassumptionsInthoDEIS e - Issionsestimates

P.0.Sax13087 • ~ig~in,Toas78711-3587 • 3121239-1000 • jrger,ut,d4r~rste~, .tnrcc.siate.t~uS
~o5~’S raçin~~o$.~rooia5

March18, 2002 2. Require the use of low NOx emissions technology on land-based diesel
construction equipment. Construction contracts governing work occurring
in calendar year 2005 and beyond will include language to require Tier
2/Tier 3 diesel equipment and add-on NOx control technologies, or more
stringent requirements that might be in place at the time of construction.
Contract documents will require contractors to apply for the SB 5 grant (or
equivalent) to modify or purchase diesel equipment with low NOx diesel
emissions technology. Compliance with this requirement and/or efforts to
reduce NOx emissions by other technologies or methodologies will be used
as evaluation criteria in selecting contractors.

3. Direct, through language contained in lease agreements or other
contractual documents, all owners, tenants and/or operators of the Shoal
Point facilities to exercise Best Management Practices (BMP5) relative to
complying with the National Air Quality Standards and implementing the
latest NOx control technologies. Additional BMPs may be considered and
implemented in the future. A list of BMPs proposed for implementation by
the project sponsors is attached to the letter (included in Appendix H-9 of
this FEIS).

The FEIS (Section 4.2.1.2) and the Final General Conformity Determination
have been enhanced to include the sponsor’s commitments. Based on
these commitments and other project information, the TNRCC provided a
positive General Conformity Certification for the project by letter dated
September 9, 2002. A copy of this letter is provided in Appendix H-9 of this
FEIS.

TN RCC2-2
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Ms. SharonManzellaTirpak
Page2
March18,2002

arcaccurate.Ifapp]icatiónforanSenateBill 5 grantis notmadepartoftheShoalP:. cons~uction
contracts,thentheseemissionsreductionsshouldnotbe relied upon in thefinal ~i

Lastly.althoughouragencyhaslimited alauthoriiyundertheCoips’generalcoup; mityruleover
longtermoperationalemissionsassocatedwith a projectsuchasThis, our obt,’;; ion to ensure
compliancewith theNational AmbientAir QualityStandardsis not diminiShed rharefore,we TNRCC2-3
requestthatthesponsorsofthisprojectcommitto requireall futuretenantsandt:;: softheShoal
Point i~cilitir.sto utilize BestManagementPracticesandimplementthe latestcler, attechnology
practicable.Absentsuchacommitment,theTNRCCis unableto concurthat th~t ~i1ity will not
havean impacton theenvironment. -

Withthesecommentsaddressedsatis~ctorilyin thefinal EIS,wewill bc ableto v’ iide apositive
General Conformity Analysis for this project pursuantto 30 Tex. Admix.. ode §101.30
(h)(1)(E)(i)(1)uponcomplelionof theEJS.

Sincerely, -
S . , £, ExecutiveDirector

a ResourceCoussr.rationCommission
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Februaxy15,2002

Re: ShoalPointDraft EnvironmentalImpact Statementand
PermitApplication21979

TheCity of TexasCity proposesto constructa 6-berthmarinecontainerterminal
on approximately400acresof an active, leveeddredgedmaterialplacementarea,
knownasShoalPoint. The projectwould requiretheconstructionof a container
yard, accessroadways,wharves,berthing area andturningbasin. In addition, the

_________ proposalincludesdeepeningtheTexasCity Channelto —45 feetMLT. Eleven
million cubic yardsof material would be dredgedfrom the channel,proposed
wharf area and turning basin. Surface area for the project dredging is
approximately651 acres. Approximately 13.5 acres of inter-tidal wetlandsand
9.7 acresof open water would be filled duringconstructionof thecontaineryard
and accessroadway. In addition, to compensatefor the lost dredgedmaterial
disposalcapacityon ShoalPoint approximately357 acresof openwaterwould be
filled for the constructionof beneficial usesite I (ultimately for thecreationof
inter-tidal marsh).

The project would be constructed in three phases. PhaseI would be the
constructionof an accessroadway, 125-acrecontaineryard andtwo berths,with
associateddredging. PhaseH would be theconstructionof a 125-acrecontainer
yard,two berthsandturningbasin,with associateddredginganddeepeningof the
channel. Phaseill includestheconstructionof a 150-acrecontaineryard andtwo
berthswith associateddredging~Constructionof the 6-berth terminal would be
completedby 2016. Asmitigation for wetlandimpactstheapplicantis proposing
to construct45 acresof intertidal marshin the northern portion of SwanLake,
adjacentto theprojectsite.

Staffhas reviewedthe ShoalPointDraft EnvironmentalImpact Statement. The
attachedcomments deal with both the document’scompliancewith National
EnvironmentPolicy Act (NEPA) requirementsandpotential impactsto fish and
wildlife resources.
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Ms. Sharon Tirpak, page2
Permit Application 21979

Questions canbe directedto CherieO’Brien in Clear Lake (281-335-0798ext.
26),or to Tom Heger in Austin (512-389-4583).

Sincerely,

‘..—~obertW. (Bob) Spain
AssistantDirector, ResourceProtectionDivision

RWS:COB:JRM:msf
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TPW-1 & TPW-2: The proposed electric transmission line is now planned as aMs. SharonTirpak, page3
PermitApplication21979

TransmissionLine
Texas Parksand Wildlife is concernedwith the proposed location of the
transmissionline, Page 2-25, of the Draft Environmental Impacts Statement
(~IBIS)states,

“Theproposedmuting of thetransmission line would be along the
northernfringe of theGalvestonCounty DischargeCanal.”

The proposedroute runs adjacent andparallel to the GalvestonCounty Discharge
Canal(TexasCity Discharge Canal). It also parallels severaldredged material
placement areas that receive, depending on water depth conditions, large
concentrationsofshorebird andwaterfowl usage, Birds arekno~to collide with
aerialtransmissionlines, calledstrikes,stunning thebird or killing it. If stunned,
birds arevulnerableto many predatorsthatnormally would not be a threat. Due
to theconstructionmethod (aerial)andcloseproximity of the routeto the dredged
materialplacementareaandGalvestonBay, TPWrecommendsan alternateroute
beconsidered.

In a letter datedApril 4, 2001 from Rob Reid of PBS&J, TPW wasasked to —

assesspotentialimpactsfrom theproposedproject. Two routes were identified:
Route 1, asingle-poleaerial transmissionline running adjacent to and parallel to
the TexasCity DischargeCanal. Route2, beginning at the existing TexasCity
Main Substation,running throughanurbanized/industrializedareaofTexasCity,
then directionallybored to the proposedMega Port Substation. In a response
letter datedMay 11, 2001, TPW provided commentsrecommendingRoute2 for
the samereasonslisted above. TPW continuesto recommendRoute2or asimilar
alternateroute. —

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) implicitly prohibits intentional and
unintentionaltakeofmigratory birds, including theirnestsandeggs,exceptwhere
permitted. Measuresshould be taken to ensurethatmigratory birdspecieswithin
and near the project area are not adverselyimpactedby construction. The U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service should be consulted if project activities could
potentially result in the takeofanymigratorybirdspecies.

2.4.2.4Roadway Access
A new accesscorridor would provide accessfrom the terminal location to Loop
197. The proposedaccesscorridor would have a 60-fbottop width, consistingof
four 12-foot lanes and two 6-foot shoulders. The bottom width will vary
dependingon construction method,structuralwall or typical embankmentsection
with 2:1 sideslopes.

Theaccessroad would follow the southern side of thecanal right-of-way (ROW)
to the Shoal Point DMPA. To ensurethat the roadwayprism fits within the
Galveston County ROW, the roadway would have a structuralwall along the

private line from the tie-in point with a proposed Texas-New Mexico Power
facility near Loop 197 to the container terminal. The proposed alignment of the
transmission line has been added to discussions in the FEIS (see Shoal Point
alternative description in Section 2.4.2.6). The alignment corridor would be
along the southern fringe of the Galveston County Discharge Canal, within the
footprint of the proposed access road. Just east of Swan Lake, the transmission
line would deviate from the proposed access road and continue along the west
side of Shoal Point, along the existing levee road to the terminal (See Figure
2.4.2-1). This alignment avoids additional impacts from the transmission line by
sharing right-of-way with the proposed access road for much of its length. To
minimize the potential for bird strikes along the transmission line, aviator balls
would be installed. Section 4.2.14 provides more information regarding the use
of aviator balls.

TPW-3: See response to FWS2-4.

TPW-1

TPW-2

TPW-3I
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northfaceborderingthe canal. The wall would minimize the disturbance to the
existingcanal. In thevicinity of Swan Lake, the structuralwall on thesouth side
would be terminatedand the roadwaywould consist of a typical embankment
section, resulting in the toe of the roadway slope projecting into Swan Lake
approximately 120feetsouthof theexisting shoreline.

This portion of theproject would impact approximately13.3 acresof intertidal
wetlandandshallowopenwater habitatwithin andadjacent to Swan Lake. The
applicant has taken measuresto minimize the disturbanceto the Galveston
County DischargeCanalbut has not usedthe samemeasuresto avoid or minimize
the disturbanceto the wetland habitat within the Swan Lake area. TPW
recommendsthe applicant evaluate realignment,the use of structuralwalls or
other constructionmethodson the south side oftheproposedroadway along Swan
Lake in order to avoid and minimize disturbanceand the amountof fill into
wetlandswithin andadjacent to SwanLake.

Cross Section A of Sheet 5 in the Clean Water Act Section404/Rivers and
HarborsAct Section 10Permit Application (Appendix A) indicatesthat 100%of
the proposed roadway will constructedwithin an intertidal area. If this is an
accuratedepictionof the road locationand the habitat type to be impacted,TPW
recommendsthe applicant evaluaterealignment, the useof structuralwalls, or
other constructionmethods in order to avoid and minimize disturbanceand
amountof fill into wetlands.

As stated above the applicant has taken measuresthat would minimize the
disturbance,i.e. fill, to theGalvestonCountyDischargeCanalbut asproposedthe
canal would still lose someofit’s existing functionsandvalues. Currently the
south side of the GalvestonCountyDischargeCanalis intermittently rip-rapped
andhasavegetatedfringe marsh(someareassparselyvegetated)the lengthof the
canal. Both the vegetationand the rip-rap serveto slow the water down and
increase the amountof time the waterstays in the canal. This improveswater
quality by allowing suspendedsedimentsto fall out before reachingthe Texas
City Channel (segment2437), an impaired water body. Additionally, the
proposedroadwayandassociatedstructuralwaIl would be filling shallow water
habitat,both vegetatedandtip-rapped. Near-shoreshallowwaterhabitat provides
important feeding and refuge habitat for many juvenile fish and aquatic
invertebrates. Migratory wading birds andshorebirdsalso utilize shallownear
shorehabitats for feeding.

TPWrecommendsthe applicant place rip-rap the entire lengthof the structural
wall where it interfacesthe canal. The rip-rapshouldhave a minimum 3:1 slope
startingatthe meanhigh tide line slopingaway from the structuralwall.

TPW-4: Wetland delineations have determined that approximately 4.2 acres of
fringe marsh occurs along the proposed access corridor within Swan Lake. With
the above-water groundline surface only being approximately 30 feet in width, it
is impossible to establish a 60-foot roadway prism in this area without impacting
the fringe marsh and adjacent shallow open water habitat. As a result the
wetlands impacts are considered unavoidable and were included in the wetland
mitigation calculations.

In consideration of this impact, the applicant has placed the wetland mitigation
site in close proximity to the disturbed wetlands near the access corridor. If the
applicant were to construct a vertical wall along the southern edge of the
roadway within Swan Lake, wave refraction/reflection would cause unwarranted
harm (i.e., erosion) to the proposed mitigation site.

Overall the access corridor in the proposed location has the least impact of all
alternatives reviewed. Also see response to FWS1-2.

TPW-5: The use of vertical or other steep walls to reduce the width of the
footprint of the road base would have the undesirable result of erosional wave
action not only destroying or damaging wetlands, but would also be vulnerable
to undercutting and collapse. Also see response to FWS1-2.

TPW-6: As noted, the applicant has taken measures to minimize disturbance to
the Galveston County Discharge Canal. Placing rip-rap within the canal prism
would effectively reduce the cross-sectional area of the canal. Reducing the
cross-sectional area of the canal would result in an increased velocity within the
canal, possibly producing scour within the footprint and eliminating “refuge
habitat for many juvenile fish and aquatic invertebrates”. The addition of the rip-
rap would in this case not be beneficial to the environmental aspects of the
canal but rather a detriment.

TPW-4

TPW-5

TPW-6

DredgeMaterial ManagementPlan (DMMI’)
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Ms. SharonTirpak, page5 TPW-7: A flow chart labeled as “Figure 10 — Swan Lake Restoration” has been
emu App cation added to the DMMP.

The DMMP is missing the specificrestorationrequirements (goals, objectives,
performance standards,monitoringmethods,andremedialactions)of Swan Lake
as it wascoordinatedin thepreviousDraft DMMP.

The DMMP doesnot adequately addresspossibleimpactsfrom fluid mud flows
(FLUMF) during leveeconstruction. Part D- Beneficial Use Sites, Figure 5
Stabilization ofDredgedVolume, doesinclude thefollowing:

Objective, “Minimize loss of material from theBUSduringconstruction”

PerformanceStandard, “No visible dredge fans outside the BUS
footprint”

Theserefer more to the useof dredged materialinside an alreadyconstructed
confined disposal area. TPW is concernedabout impacts to adjacent and
surroundinghabitats,particularly oystershell habitat,from FLUMF during the
constructionofthe containment leveesofthe BUS. In a report preparedfor the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Atkinson Levee Fluid Mud Flow Report,
December2001, the resultsreport the FLUMF moved between1,900and2,500
feet awayfrom the northandcastleveeandmorethan2,800 feet from the south
levee. The generalthicknessof theFLUMF rangedbetween12-29incheswithin
250 feetof the leveebecominganegligible thicknessbetween1,300-2,200feet
from the levee,dependingon thetransect.

The applicantshouldprovide more informationon distanceof theproposedBUS
leveesto the “avoided oyster shell areas”andpotentialimpactswith regardsto
FLUMF. Mitigation effortssuchasavoidance,minimization, andcompensation
should be considered in theDIES.

DMMP 2.1 Selectleeof ReferenceMirth
The selectedreferenceniarsh is intended to beused as a baselineto comparethe
createddredgedmaterialintertidalhabitats/beneficialusesites(BUS) to a healthy
productivemarshsystem.

“Natural referencemarshesshould be within 5 miles of the
dredged matedal marshbeing assessedand should have a size
similar to thatof thedredge material habitatbeingassessed.”

“Exact locations ofnaturalmarshesshouldbe randomly selected.”

The geographicrestrictionsand selectionmethod as currentlydescribeddo not
ensure that a healthy systemwould be selectedto serveas the baselinefor the
comparisons. Selectionof the referencemarsh shouldbe discussedand agreed
upon with thestateand federalagenciesthat would beproviding technicalreview
during the creationandcompletion ofthe BUS. Likely agenciesare (as listed in

1 TPW 7 TPW-8 & 9: Comments noted. See response to FWS1-7. The USACE typically
- does not require compensatory mitigation for impacts related to creation of

Beneficial Use sites because of the habitat value associated with beneficial uses
as compared to traditional placement of dredged material (i.e., in upland
placement areas).

TPW-1O: The DMMP was revised to indicate the following: “Selection of
reference marshes shall be discussed and agreed upon with the Federal, state
and local officials that will be providing technical review during the creation and
completion of the BUS. Likely agencies are the EPA, USACE, NMFS, FWS,
USCG, TNRCC, TPWD, and GLO”.

TPW-8

TPW-9

TPW-10
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Section 2.3 EnvironmentalCompliance)EnvironmentalProtectionAgency, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers,National Marine FisheriesService, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, U.S. Coast Guard, Texas Natural ResourceConservation
Commission,Texas ParksandWildlife Department,and Texas General Land
Office.

2.7.2 VegetatIon
This sectiondiscussesthe advantagesto initial plantingeffortssuchasprevention
or delayedestablishmentof nuisanceplant speciesor lack of speciesdiversity,
acceleratedconsolidation of dredgematerial, erosionprotection throughroot mat
development,habitatimprovementswith respectto fish and wildlife, andnutrient
dynamics. It discussestheultimate goalof theBUS,i.e. vegetationto abundantly
cover the landscape. This section lists plants that are consideredimportant
contributors to a communitystructurebut doesnot discussa planting scheduleor
plan. Section2,5.2 DredgeMaterialPlacementTechniquesstates:

“The site shall then be allowed to consolidatedand develop
vegetativecommunities.”

TPW recommendsthe applicant develop a detailed planting schedule,for each
BUS, which includes speciesto be planted, numberof individual speciesto be
planted,planting densities,time lines, successcriteria, arid remedial actions if
successcriterion are not met.

ProposedMitigation, Sheets 10 and 11 of the Clean Water Act Sectioa
404/RiversandHarbors Act Section10PermitApplication(AppendixA)
As compensationfor filling 13.34acresof intertidal wetlandsandshallowwater
habitatthe applicantis proposingto construct18 acresoflow marsh,13.5acresof
intermediatehigh marsh,and4.5 acresof seagrass,within a45-acreareaofSwan
Lake. Nine acreswouldremainopenwater.

In the 1950’s, SwanLakewas a shallow intertidalembaymentsurroundedwith
estuarineintertidal emergentwetlandsdominatedby Spai-tina al:ern!flora. A
barrier islandprotectedby an oysterreefphysicallyseparatedSwanLake from
GalvestonBay. Historically, Campbell Ba~uwas the only tidal connection
betweenSwanLakeand GalvestonBay. Overthe past 50 years, the Spanina
a1:ern~floramarshsurroundingSwan Lakehascompletelydisappearedin some
areas and has beenreducedto a thin fringe and small remnantislands in others.
Much of the barner island that protectedthe Lake’s inner waters and fringing
wetlandshassufferedfrom subsidenceanderosionandis now belowthewater’s
surface,no longerprovidingprotection.

In 1991, as mitigation, a1,500-footlong breakwaterwas constructedfrom the
northern shoreline of Swan Lake between the remnant barrier island and
GalvestonBay. By recreatingthebarrierislandskeleton,thebreakwaterreplaced

J
TPW-11: The DMMP is a plan. The beneficial use program is at its infancy and
as a result many things are constantly changing, including planting patterns.
Detailed planting schedules would be formulated prior to planting. Because this
is a 50-year plan, a “lessons learned” approach should be used.

Flow charts were included in the DMMP, which give guidance to the designer
during the design process. The flow charts include success criteria and
remedial actions to be considered.

TPW-11
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the fUnctions of the former batherisland. The breakwatersuccessfUllyprotects
portions of existing marsh and created Spartina alternVlora marsh, promoting
accretionof both.

We recommendSparrina a1tern~flora as the target speciesfor both compensation1
andrestorationefforts within SwanLake, not high marsh or seagrassassociated I TPW-1 2
species.Therecan be a minimal allowable amount(a certain percentage)ofhigh
marshspecies,but Spartinaalterntflora shouldbe thetarget species. While sea
grassbeds were historically present in the Swan Lakearea, the conditions that
formerly supportedseagrassbedswithin SwanLakeno longer exist. SwanLake
is no longer a protectedembaymentsurroundedby vast Spartina alternWora
marsheswith excellent clarity of its waters, as describedby the U.S. Biological
Survey (the precursorof theU.S.Fish andWildlife Service), Today SwanLake
is a turbid open embaymentsubject to wave fetch from the southandsoutheast,
the dominant wind directionsof GalvestonBay. Sea grasshabitat is not the
habitat type proposedto be filled and therefore attempts neednot be made to
createit. Once the marsh restorationefforts of SwanLakeare complete this area
will be better suitedfor seagrassrestoration efforts.

As discussedin severalmeetingsbetweenthe applicant, their consultants, and
resourceagencies,the 1960-1963aerial photographs illustrate the footprint of the
marsh that TPW recommendsbe mimicked for both compensationandrestoration
requirementswithin Swan Lake. The conceptual design of the proposed
mitigation site presented in the DEIS does not include our previous
recommendations.

TPW-13

TPW-12: The mitigation drawings have been revised to reflect Spartina
alterniflora as the target species. However, a buffer species of some high-
marsh species is also warranted because of the close proximity of the access
corridor to the mitigation site. Also see responses for NMFS-8 & 9 and EPA-i i.

TPW-13: The applicant has contracted with an engineering firm to design the
proposed mitigation area and marsh restoration in Swan Lake. Input from the
resource agencies will be incorporated into the design.

440622/020135 J-75



TEXAS STATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD
311 North 5th
P.O. Box 658

Temp’e, Texas 78503-0658
(254) 773-2250

Fax (254)773-3311

FEB 1 92002 TSSWCB-1: No response required.

February 14,2002

Ms. SharonManzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch,CESWG-PE-R.E
U.S. Army Corpx ofEngineers
POBox 1229
GalvestonTX 77553

DearMx. Tirpak:

We have reviewed a copy ofPublic Notice, Permit Application No. 21979, Applicant — City of Texas7
City. We offerno commentsatthis time. J
Sincerely,

LeeMunz
Planner

TSSWCB-1
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VBV-1: As discussed in Section 4.2.19 of the DEIS, the predominant impacts on
traffic loads on IH 45 would be caused by regional growth, with some additional
impact, primarily in the form of truck traffic from the proposed project. Some
improvements will be needed to accommodate projected traffic volumes, with or
without the project, to maintain an acceptable level of service.

In response to public comments received from many residents of communities
located near Exit 7 on lH 45, public officials representing Galveston County and the
cities of Texas City and La Marque have initiated discussions with TxDOT regarding
the possibility of developing an alternative route for trucks to use as access between
the proposed container terminal at Shoal Point and IH 45 (see Appendix H-i 5). In
addition, County Judge Jim Yarbrough and the cities of Texas City and La Marque
have sent letters to the USACE stating that they have retained a consultant to study
the feasibility of, and to identify, an alternative truck route (see letters in Appendix H-
15). Also see response to FLi-i (Form Letter i in private citizen comment
responses) for more details.

The ElS has been revised to include sections on residential property values (see
sections 3.20.10, 4.i.20.8, 4.2.20.8, 4.3.20.8, 4.4.20.8, 4.5.20.8, 4.6.20.8, and
4.7.20.8).

Also see response to EFA-33, regarding traffic safety, The traffic impact analysis
was performed using standard methods for this type of study. Modeling was
performed by H-GAC.

VBV-2: The truck trip scenario used in the analysis was based in part on the results
of an origin/destination study conducted at the Barbours Cut container terminal
facility, which is considered to be representative of the container traffic that can be
expected at the proposed project. In addition, the scenario was based on the results
of modeling performed by H-GAC to determine the routes most likely to be taken by
truck traffic, considering the origin/destination data from the Barbours Cut study.

The existing highway system was used for the analysis because of the uncertainties
associated with projecting locations of future highways. TxDOT, not the applicant,
would control the timing and location of any future public highways.

The applicant would not be able to implement mitigation measures on TxDOT
property (i.e., along major public roadways). As discussed above, local officials
have initiated discussions with TxDOT regarding the possibility of developing an
alternate route for the projected truck traffic.

VBV-3: Comment noted.

The Village of
EEl 192002

2920 HIOHWAY
5055 150

BAYOU VISTA TEXAS 77563
4551 935 83.55

February15, 2002

ColonelLeonardI).Waterworth
District Engineer,GalvestonDistrict
Department ofthc Army, Corps ofEngineers
P.O. Box (229
Galveston,Texas77553-1229

DearColonelWaterworth:

As the mayor ofBayou Vista, lamextremelyconcernedwith the probable negativehuman and environmental
impact that the proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal is going to have on traffic congestion,highway
public safetyandthe City ofBayou Vista andOmega Baysubdivisionproperty values if container truck traffic
exits on the Exit 7, 1-45 feederroad fronting the Omega Baysubdivision sod goesthroughthe Texas City
Wye/Loop 197 interchange as currently proposed. We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Texas City proposedShoal Point Container ~rerminaland even with our limited
understanding ofthe DE1S process,we find the truffle impact analysissectionsto be inconsistent, deficient
and totally inadequate.

We believethe DEIS must be significantly revisedbecauseas we understand it, this DEIS does not comply
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The DEIS lacks the necessaryinformation neededto
realistically and adequatelyaccessthe real affects of the proposedproject on the quality of the human
environment as required by NEPA. Informationin the DEtS is totally inadequateto assesscontainer truck
traffic impacts to the City ofBayou Vista,the OmegaBaysubdivision andsurrounding private residencesand VBV-2
businessesin the aresof the Texas CityWye (a large and complex interchange ofhighways 6, 1.45, 3, 146
and Loop 197) because: I) only one assumedcontainer truck trip scenario,on one dayof oneyear, was
examined; 2)only existinghighway’s for proposedcontainer truck routeswere examined; and3) the DEIS did
not identify ggy mitigation measuresas required by NEPA. In fact, the DEIS did not even addressg~y
potential Container truck traffic mitigation options becausewe believethe DEIS model was manipulated in
sucha way to showthat hundreds ofthousandsof new container trucks per year,beginning in 2005,passing
do~sthe Exit 7 accessroad andthroughthe Texas City Wye interchangewould haveabsolutelynonegative
environmental and human environment impacts whatsoever.

Wecategorically reject this finding basedon a complete lack of substantiveand scientific data in the DEIS and —

Appendicesto support it.
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We request a supplemental BEtS be undertaken becauseof such a tack of required NEPA analysis of
substantive, realistic data andtack of any relevant scientific justification for anyofthe traffic impact analyses
conclusionsin the current DETS . It isobviousto usthat selectednumbers andpercentageswere used in the
DEIS model to causeresultsto showabsolutelyno negativeenvironment (air andnoise) impacts or negative
impacts to the human environment of the residentsof the City of Bayou Vista, OmegaBay subdivisionand
all other private residencesand businessin the vicinity of the Texas City Wye highway interchange. We
request the supplementalDEIS analyze the 1-45 south Exit 9 shunt road construction behind the Texas City
dike to Loop 197(approximately 0.4to 0.5miles)as the major mitigation action to be implementedto alleviate
the unacceptableand indefensibleadverseimpacts that will occur tothe residentsofthe City of Bayou Vista
andOmega Bay quality of life and human environment, not to mention the millionsof dollars of lost property
valuesto homes and businesseswhen the thousandsof container trucks beginusingthe Exit 7 feederroad and
TexasCity Wye interchange every day,365 days a year in 2005.

Finally, we request a meeting with you, all the mayors of the surrounding cities directly impactedby the
proposedcontainer trsck traffic, our Texas legislative representatives(Senate and House), the Galveston
County Judgeand Commissioners,TexasCongressmanNick Lampson,Texas City representatives,the Shoal
Point representatives,and the DEIS contractor to discussour concernswith this totally inadequateDEIS, as
stipulated in this letter. This meetingshouldtake placeprior to the supplemental DEIS being initiated.

If your staffhasany questions,pleasehave them call me, or in my absence,Mayor Pro Tcmporc Ross Leago
or Alderman William Jackson at the Bayou Vista City Hall (409-935-8348).Thank youfor the opportunity
to reviewthis DEIS.

Sincerely,

RossLeago
Mayor — Pro-Tern
City ofBayou Vista

cc:
CongressmanNick Lampson
GalvestonCounty Judgeand Commissioners
TexasLegislators (Senateand House)
Mayors of LeagueCity, La Marque, Dickinson,Santa Fe,

Hitchcock, TexasCity, Galveston,Tiki Island
Bayou Vista Board of Aldermen
BayouVista City Attorney
Director,MUD 12

VBV-4: Comments noted. Additional information regarding traffic and safety has
been included in Section 4.2.2.9 of the FEIS. A detailed noise analysis for the
residents of Omega Bay has been added in Section 4.2.3 of the FEIS.

In regards to the use of Exit 9 for an alternative route, see response to VBV-i.

VBV-5: Comment noted.
VBV-4

VBV-5I
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FEB 192002

Ms. Sharon ManzellaTirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Anny Corps ofEngineers
P0 Box 1229
Galveston,TX 77553-1229

GALVESTON

BAY
FOUNDATION

18 February 2002

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Texas City’s ProposedShoal Point Container Terminal

DearMs. Tirpak:

Enclosedplease find the commentsofthe GalvestonBay Foundation regarding the above
proposedproject. We appreciatethe opportunity to provide thesecommentsand look forward to
your response.

Enclosure

Very truly yours,

LindaR. Shead
ExecutiveDirector

17324-AHIGHWAY 3 • WEBSTER,TX 77598 • (281) 332-3381
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GALVESTON

BAY
FOUNDATION

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSEDSHOAL POINT CONTAIXER TERMINAL

February18, 2002

The GalvestonBay Foundationcontinuesto be concernedabout the impactsto Galveston
Bay from Texas City’s ProposedShoalPoint Container Terminal. GalvestonBay is recognizedin
theCleanWater Act as an estuaryof nationalsignificance,basedprimarily on its fisheries
productivity. The essentialkeys to this productivityare salinity balance,wetlandshabitat,and
waterquality. Theproposedprojectwill havesignificant andavoidableimpactsto wetlands,
salinity andwater quality, aswell as impactsto commercialand recreationalfishing. Asnotedon
page2-48 in the DraftEnvironmentalImpact Statement (DEIS), two alternatives, other than the
proposedproject, “appear to have the least negativeimpactson the natural andhuman
environment.”

Specific weaknessesin the Shoal Point DEIS are addressedin the commentsbelow.

Section2.4 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATWES, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED
ACTION

1~2.4.1,No Action (No-Build) Alternative,theDEIS states an assumptionthat a
currently-plannedFederal feasibility studyto addressdeepeningthe TexasCity Channelwould
showthis deepeningasjustified, and that the “dredging activity would likely proceed,” whetheror
not the ShoalPoint project is permitted. With a feasibility study only beingplannedandnot yet
implemented, thisassumptionis not justified.

Furthermore,thedredgingissueisnot consistentlytreatedin theDEIS. 1m2,4.2.1,(Shoal
Point) Navigation,the project is defined to includeprivate deepeningofthe Federalchannel
duringPhaseII. In Sectioo3.1,New Work Dredging, oftheDredgeMaterial ManagementPlan,
the statementis madethat, “The Shoal Point Container Terminal project proposesto dredgethe
channelto -45.0MLT.” In Section4.1.4,Physiography,Topography, and Bathymetry, on
environmentalconsequences,fliture deepeningand widening is onceagainproposed to be partof
the NoAction Alternative. In Section4,8.10,PresentandFuture Actions, deepeningofthe Texas
City Channel isnot included in the navigation sectionofspecificactions.

In spite oftheseambiguities,dredging to -45.0MLT is clearlyanticipated in somefashion
to be partoftheproposedproject, and the impacts ofthisdredgingmustbe included in this DEIS.

GBFI-2

GBFI-3

GBFI: The purpose of the alternatives analysis in an EIS that is triggered by a
regulatory action is to disclose potential project impacts and to provide the
permitting agency (in this case, the USACE) comparative information to
determine whether or not to issue the permit (i.e., whether or not the proposed
action is environmentally acceptable). The proposed alternative is not
necessarily the alternative with the least negative impacts. Customarily, the
proposed alternative must meet the purpose and need for the project, preferably
with minimal impacts to the environment.

GBF’l-l: To clarify, the language has been changed to “If this study indicates
that deepening of the channel is justified...”.

GBFI-2: The applicant has requested a permit to deepen the channel so that
deepening may proceed with private funding if the Federal project does not
proceed. A text insert is provided in Section 4.8.11.3 to make the discussion of

1 the dredging issue more consistent.
I GBFIJ GBFI-3: The impacts of dredging to -45 feet MLT are included in the analysis.

GBFI-1
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GBFI-4: Section 3.17 has been revised to address the comment.Shoal PointDEIS Comments
February18,2002
Page 2

Section3.17 COMMERCIAL AND RECREATIONAL NAVIGATION

No mention is made in this sectionofthe chapter on AffectedEnvironment of theone-way
1

traffic in the TexasCity Channel, but impactson this traffic pattern arediscussedat length in the
description of theproposedproject, Section4.2.18,Commercial andRecreationalNavigation.

Section4.2 SHOALPOINT — APPLICANT’S PROPOSEDSITE

In 4.2.10,SurfaceWater Quality and Hydrology, modifications in water circulation are
listed amongthe main effectsofthe proposedproject, yet this issueis not fisrther addressedin this
section,norare salinity impactsfrom the proposedchanneldeepening. Full hydrodynamic
modelingof the impacts oftheproposedchannelandship traffic must be performed and reported
in the DEIS.

In 4.2.10.3,Operational Effects,stormwaterquality issuesare dismissedwith the
statementsthat, “The facility would be requiredto abideby the TexasPollutant Discharge
Elimination System(TPDES)constrnctionandoperation stormwater permits. Detailsofthe
stormwater systemwould be definedduring final designofthe project facilities.” Thisdoesnot
addressthe “nonpoint” sourcewaterquality impactsoftheproposedproject, which could be
substantialgiventheuseof heavymechanicalequipmenton container terminal site, and including
the impacts from theaccessroad. Nor ismention made of any water quality protection or
mitigationmeasures. Also, the impactsof ballastwater dischargeare not discussed,only the
regulations that are intended to minimize the risk through voluntaryballast water exchangein the
openocean.

In 4.2.10.5,AccidentalSpills, no documentationis provided to support thestatementthat,1 GBFI 7
“fuel spills arerare and, typically, such spills arequite small.”

In 4.2.10.6,Habitat Changes,the DEIS states that someofthe main changeswould
include“converting Swan Lake’s 363 acresofbay bottomto tidal wetland.” In Appendix G of
theDEIS AppendixB, DredgedMaterial ManagementPlan Shoal Point Container Terminal, the
PhasedElement Drawingsshow, in drawings CS-i and 2, that the filling of mostof Swan Lake
would occur in PhasesI and II.

Since 1964major subsidenceoccurredwhich resultedin SwanLake, a secondarybay and
excellentfish and shellfish nursery area, losing most of its fringe marshes. Instead of dredged
material to restorethis previously excellentnursery area, the applicant’s engineeringconsultants
proposeto restoreonly thewetlands lost on the north shore at Swan Lakein PhaseI Drawing
CS-i. In PhaseII, Drawing CS-2,the northern three-fourths of SwanLake’s openwaters would
be convertedto marsh,while the subsidedand erodedeast andwest shoreline marsheswould not
be restored.

GBFI-5: In response to the comment, a section has been added to address
potential circulation and salinity effects (Section 4.2.10.6 of the FEIS). With
regard to modeling of ship traffic, we note that when a federal feasibility study of
channel enlargement is performed it has become standard practice to employ

GBFI-4 vessel traffic simulation techniques to evaluate the channel design in relation to
the expected traffic. This may be especially important in evaluating a range of
channel dimensions that might be considered in a feasibility study. However, in
this permit application that includes an authorization to deepen to -45 feet MLT
with the existing bottom width, there does not appear to be a strong need for
traffic simulation. The existing crude carrier traffic in the channel is typically

GBFt5 similar in dimensions and greater in displacement to the container carriers that
might take advantage of a 45-foot channel. This can be seen in the attached
table (Table GBF1 -5), which compares the dimensions of the vessels calling on
Texas City in 2000 with a range of large container vessels that are just
beginning to enter service. It can be seen that the existing vessels, the largest of
which are crude carriers, are comparable in length and beam to the new

GBFI 6 container carriers. The drafts shown are less because the vessels had to belight-loaded to enter the existing 40-foot channel.

GBFI-6: Modifications have been made in the text to clarify the expected
changes in runoff and the effects it might have in Texas City Harbor. In general,
the harbor receives runoff from a large amount of impervious cover at industrial
facilities, and we would not expect this increment to have a major effect. The
text on the expected changes in ballast water has also been expanded.
However, no detailed design of stormwater facilities has been developed at this
stage in the process, and changes in ballast water operations are unknown.
Stormwater regulations and requirements are evolving rapidly at this time. Effort
spent in designing to current requirements may prove to be wasted when actual
design approval is needed. The purpose of an EIS is to describe environmental
impacts so that an informed decision can be made on the project. It should not
be a vehicle for addressing design details unless they are critical to the
evaluation of environmental impacts. Stormwater regulations and required BMPs
should minimize potential impacts associated with site drainage. Also see
responses to EPA-72 and TNRCC1-6.

GBFI-7: Section 4.2.10.4 has been revised to document the source of this

GBF1-8 and GBFI-9: See responses to EPA-b and TPW-13.

GBFI-8

GBFI -9

statement.
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Percentile

10th
50th
90th
100th

Draft
(ft)
21
28
38
40

Length
(ft)

408
659
810
935

Beam
(ft)
65
105
138
160

TEU Class DWT
(metric tons)

Fully loaded draft
(ft)

Length
(ft)

Beam
(ft)

4000/4500 58,000 43.6 905 124
4500/5000 65,000 44.3 933 128
5000/5500 66,000 42.7 918 131
5500/6000 70,000 44.0 915 131

>6000 92,000 46.3 1056 138

1 Source: Year 2000 data from Coast Guard VTS

TABLE GBFI-5
COMPARISON OF EXISTING VESSEL SIZES WITH CONTAINER VESSELS IN PHASE II

EXISTING VESSELS

CONTAINER VESSELS IN PHASE II
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Shoal Point DEIS Comments
February18, 2002
Page 3

In the summerof2001, a federalstateresourceinteragencygroup, similar to the
Beneficial UsesGroup (BUG) advisingon the Houston Ship Channel (deepeningand widening)
Project, provided definitions ofgoals, objectives,performancestandards,monitoring methods,
and remedial actions for eachproposedBeneficialUseSite in the ShoalPoint Container Terminal—
Project to theapplicant’s engineering consultant. While it appears that what the group submitted
for performance standards,monitoring methodsandremedialactionswereessentiallyconveyedin
theDEIS, the Goaland Objectivetheyprovided for Swan Lake Restorationwere not. The group
submitteda Goal to “Usenew work material to restoreSwan Lake to historic (1964) marsh —

coverageas depicted in 1964 aerial photography,” and an objective to “Restore 360acresof
Sparonaa1tem~floramarsh in phaseI of theShoalPoint Container facility.”

In essenceSwanLake isan excellentsite for habitat restoration to 1965marsh coverage
and this needsto be completed in PhaseI. —

The 38 acres identified asmanmadewetlands and openwater within DMPA Cell C in
4.2.12, Vegetation,arenot consideredfor mitigation, ostensiblybecausetheyare not
jurisdictional. Ignoringthesewetlandsandopenwaters becausetheyaremanmadebegsthe
questionof theirvalueashabitat,and ignoresthe fact that therewerelikely wetlands at Shoal
Point prior to its conversionto a dredge material placementarea. Mitigation for thesewetlands
shouldbe included in the proposedproject.

In 4.2.14,Terrestrial Wildlife, the 45 acresofwetlandsmitigation proposedin 4.2.13,
Section404/Section10 JurisdictionalAreas(WetlandsandOpen Waters), are notedasalso
providing mitigation impacts to wildlife species.However, no considerationisgivento the
potential impactsto brownpelicans,whosenestingandrestingareasmaybe affectedby noise,
lights and human activity from the project.

The Recreation(4.2.19.2)discussiondoesnot addressrecreational fishing impactsfrom
theproposedbeneficialusessites,although recreational fishing impactsare mentionedfor the
Spillman’s Island alternative. The areasproposedfor beneficial usessitesarecurrentlyheavily
usedby recreational fishermen, thosein boats andwadefishers, aswell. Theseareas are easily
accessibleandconversionto BUS siteswill displacemanyfishermen.

In 4.2.19.3,Aesthetics,no mention ismade ofthechangein view that will tesult from the
10-footincreasein elevationof dredgematerial placementareas, PA5 and PA6.

In 4.2.20,Socioeconomics,no consideration is given to the impacts on recreational and
commercialfishing.

Section8. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

No mention ismade ofthe cumulative effectsofdeepeningthe Texas City Channelin
terms ofits impacts on salinity and circulation, particularlyin WestBay, which hasalreadyseen
salinity increasesfrom theTexas City Dikeand thedredgingof theTexas City Channel.

GBFI -10: The results of the agency discussions regarding goals and objectives
are presented as flow charts in the revised DMMP.

GBFI -11: There is insufficient new work material available to complete Swan
Lake marsh restoration in Phase I. The response to EPA-lU provides more
detail on this issue. Also see response to TPW-13.

GBFI-10 GBFI-12: DMPA Cell C is still considered an active disposal site and is currently
permitted as such. It is likely the wetlands present at this site were created by
placement of dredged materials in Cell C since its designation as a DMPA.
Regardless, under the current permit, that location could be used for dredged

GBF1-11 material placement at any time, thus potentially impacting the wetlands. If
wetlands were present at the site during the DMPA planning process, the
USACE was responsible for ensuring compliance with the regulations that were
in place at that time. For these reasons, potential impacts to wetlands in Cell C

from the proposed project are not addressed in the mitigation plans.
GBFII2 GBFI-13: There are no known nesting brown pelicans at Shoal Point. The 45

J acres of wetland mitigation would also serve as mitigation for any bird resting

areas affected by the proposed project.

In response to FWS2-4, Section 4.2.14 has been amended to address nestingGBFI-13 migratory birds.

GBFI-14: Section 4.2.19.3 has been revised to recognize the conversion of bay
bottom that may be used for recreational fishing to Beneficial Use sites. The
GBFI-14 sites near Shoal Point are too deep to be wade fishing sites, with current depths
of 7 or more feet. The Beneficial Use sites would serve as confined dredged

J material containment areas as per the DMMP. After these areas have reached
a predetermined target elevation, the areas would be contoured, planted and

GBFI 15 shaped to form intertidal habitat. Creation of this habitat would enhance both
the recreational and commercial fishery in the area. The Beneficial Use site at

GBFI-16 Pelican Island would create habitat and enhance both the recreational and
commercial fishery. As indicated in Section 4.2.19.2, a Beneficial Use site
originally proposed between Dollar Point and the Texas City Dike was
eliminated from project plans as a result of public concerns regarding impacts on
recreational fishing in this area.

GBFI-17
GBFI-15: Currently, PA5 and PA6 are permitted as active DMPA sites. The
increase in elevation of PA5 and PA6 by 10 feet, as proposed in the Shoal Point
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project, would have a similar visual impact as what would be expected should
the current use of Shoal Point as a DMPA continue.

GBFI -1 6: The commercial and recreational navigation sections have been
modified to reflect effects on commercial and recreational fishing. Also see
responses to EPA-25 and EPA-64.

GBFI-17: Information was added to Section 4.8.8 to recognize potential
cumulative effects of channel deepening.
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GBF 1-18: The drawings have been revised to indicate that the unit of measureShoalPoint DEIS Comments
February18,2002
Page4 is feet.

Appendix B DREDGE MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN (DRAFTREPORT),SHOAL
POINTCONTAINER TERMINAL, BERGERJABAMENGINEERS,INC.

Nounit of measureisprovided on the scalefor thedrawingsin Figure 1, Vicinity Map,
andFigure 2, DredgedMaterial PlacementPlan (DMMP).

In 2., DesignGuidelines, the restriction of a 2.5-mileradius on dredgematerial transport is
unreasonably short. The Houston Ship Channel deepeningand widening project has effectively
useda greaterdistance.

In Drawing BOR-i, only oneboring location is sited within theproposedberthing area.
Without sufficient soilsinformation in this area,it is impossibleto determinehow the capital grade
material from this area might bestbe used. If location No.FS-4, just inside the berthing area, is
any indication, theremay be sufficient material to provideadditional beach nourishment on the
north sideof theTexas City Dike.

The conversionofthe majority of SwanLake to marsh is an unacceptableuseofthe
dredge material.

Finally, no evidenceisgiven in the DMMP offinancial assurancesfor completion ofthe
beneficialuses,nor oftheir protection, in the form of conservationeasements,to ensure their
maintenanceinto perpetuity,

GBFI-19: The 2.5 mile radius optimizes the use of capital grade material for the
construction of levees. Ultimately, if material is pumped any farther, the material
loses its cohesiveness and shear strength and as a result is treated as

GBFI-18 maintenance material (slurry).

GBFI 19 GBFI-20: The borings within Shoal Point and within the proposed berthing areaare indicative of the soils that can be expected to be encountered throughout
this area.

GBFI-21: Comment noted. State and Federal agencies have been included in
plans to restore Swan Lake to its approximate condition before subsidence
occurred (i.e., pre-1960’s). The agencies are supportive of the restoration
efforts. As noted by the TNRCC on page 2 of their comment letter dated
February 28, 2002, the applicant has been coordinating with agencies and other
interest groups regarding proposed plans for restoring habitat in Swan Lake.

GBFI-22: State and Federal Natural Resource Trustees are currently working
with TNRCC in efforts to restore a portion of Swan Lake to its original shallow,
intertidal embayment habitat. As currently proposed, the Shoal Point Container
Terminal project would supply the material needed for that 95-acre project. The
remainder of the dredged material would be used for the 45-acre mitigation
project associated with the proposed container terminal or would be used to
create BUS sites, which would be under the direction of the USACE.

See responses to FWS1-3 and 1-4.

GBFI -20

GBFI -21

GBFI -22
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GALVESTON

BAY
FOUNDATION

PROPOSEDSHOAL POINTCONTAINER TERMINAL IN TEXAS CITY
POSITIONSTATEMENT of theGALVESTONBAY FOUNDATION

Updated December2001

The Galveston Bay Foundation (GBF), founded in 1987, hasa missionto preserve, protect,
and enhancethe natural resourcesof the GalvestonBay eatuarmnesystemand its tributaries for ts
present users and for posterity, through advocacy,conservation,education, and research.Its
board andmembership arc composedofthe diverse usersof the GalvestonBay system, including
recreational andcommercial fishermen, industrial users,environmentalists,and recreational
boaters and commercialnavigation interests,amongothers.

GBF hasbeen, andcontinuesto be, a supporter ofthe concept ofsustainable development
for Galvealor, Bay It is possibleto have a healthy, productive bay andcontinuedeconomic
development in the surrounding area. This conceptdependson a balanced approach. It also
requires regional planning. Perhapsno economicdevelopmentspherehighlights the need for
regionalplanningmorethan port development. Regional port planning is a processthat includes
the early and continued involvementofthe diversesectorsof the GalvestonBay community.
Neither ofthe currently proposed container terminal facilities for Galveston Bayhave adequately
encompassedtheseconcepts.

For the proposed Shoal Point facility, GBF’s primary concernscontinueto focus on the
health and productivity of the Bay ecosystem,and in particular on salinity impacts, water quality
impacts, wetlands impacts and mitigation, anddredgematerial plans. The information availableat
this time leavesseveraloutstandingareasof continuingconcern, In theabsenceofaplan that
appropriately addressesthese concerns, GBF opposesthe developmentofthe Shoal Point
facility Among theseconcernsare the following:

I. GBF continues to opposethe designofany proposed port infrastructure to anything deeper
than forty-five feet. Wlsile the TexasCity Channelhas beenauthorized to 50 feet, the
evaluationfor this authorizationis more thanadecadeold, doesnot coverthechannel
widening that would be required for the proposedfacility, and needsa completere-
evaluation and newEnvironmental Impact Statement. This evaluationshould includethe
latest in hydrodynamic and circulation modelingto evaluate salinity impactsfrom a deeper
and wider channel.

2. GBF is concerned that the wetlands impactsassociatedwith the ShoalPort facility have not
beensufficientlyminimized andappropriatelymitigated. Thesewetlands impacts include
intertidal fringing wetlandsalong ShoalPoint andwetlands alongtheproposedaccessroad.
These wetlandsprovide significant benefits to the Galveston Bay system, in terms offisheries
productivity and water quality in particular.

29 2(102

GBF2-1: As described in Section 2.4.2.2 of the DEIS, the applicant proposes to
deepen the Texas City Channel to —45 feet MLT as part of this project.
Deepening of the channel to —50 feet MLT is not proposed as part of this project.
Should another entity choose to pursue further deepening of the channel, it
would be outside the scope of this document.

GBF2-2: All existing wetlands within the footprint of the proposed project were
investigated and are addressed in Appendix A of the DEIS. Existing intertidal
wetlands on the edge of Shoal Point would be destroyed by the construction of
the Shoal Point alternative. However, wetlands (in particular the nekton and
benthic organisms) in other areas of West Bay would not be affected. Mitigation
is proposed for affected wetlands at Shoal Point. As described in the DMMP
(Appendix B), Beneficial Use sites (BUS) would allow for the creation of
approximately 1,353 acres of intertidal habitat, including 363 acres at Swan
Lake and 99 acres at Pelican Island. With the creation of the Beneficial Use
sites, habitat would be created for use as a nursery area and the benthic
organisms are expected to colonize the area and provide food for many marine
species. See responses to FWS1-1 and FWS1-2 regarding minimization of
wetland impacts from the access road.

GBF2-1

GBF2-2
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Lpdaicei GI3F Positionon ProposedShoalPointTerminal
Dcccinb~r
Parc

3. Thebeneficialusesand mitigation plansfor the facility aresited in ornearareasof significant
fishinu use,andappearto morecloselyresemblefilling ofthe Baythanrestoringwetlands
habitat The plansso far fail to provideevidenceof financialassurancesfor theircompletion,
nor protection, in the form ofconservationeasements,to ensuretheir maintenanceinto
perpetuity

4. The proposedfacility andits new accesswould result in significant new nonpoint source 1 GBF2-4
water pollutionconveyeddirectly to the Bay. The designmust incorporatecollectionand
treatmentof the pollutedrun-off from the siteandits newaccessroutes,

5 The alternativesanalysisfor the facility needsto includea detailedevaluationofthe GBF2—5
feasibility of constructing the facility on dredgematerial for eachphaseofthe project.

6. While irsitial actionson the part ofTexas City demonstrated a willingness to bring project
conceptsforsvardto the community,therehas been much less broad-basedcommunity
invols ernestas the project has goneinto the more detailed planning phases.

It is imperativethat any proposedport projectbedesignedto minimize environmental
impactsto lie GalvestonBay systemand that thoseimpactsbethoroughlyanalyzed. GBF looks
lbrwnrd Its receivingand rcvicsvingthe Draft EnvironmentalImpact Statement(DEIS) for the
Shoal Pointproject. Although GBF will reserveits full comment about Shoal Point until after it
has reviewed tlse DEIS, it is GBF’s position that the presently proposed Shoal Point project will
hove an unacceptableimpact on the Bay and is therefore not in the beat long term interestof the
Bay. GIIF calls upon both the project sponsorsand the Corps to continue to reevaluatewhether
the proposedproject is truly in the best interestof the Bay and all its stakeholders

GBF2-3

GBF2-3: See responses to GBF1-14 and JK-4. As indicated in Section 4.2.13
of the DEIS, prior to historical land subsidence, Swan Lake was an estuarine
shoreline marsh. On page 2 of the TNRCC comment letter dated February 28,
2002 (TNRCC1), it is noted that, “. significant ground subsidence over the past
50 years has changed Swan Lake from what was once a shallow, intertidal
embayment to a predominantly open water system.” The FWS and TNRCC, as
well as other agencies, consider the proposed mitigation in Swan Lake a
“restoration project”. Also see response to FWS1 -8.

GBF2-4: See responses to EPA-72 and TNRCC1-6.

GBF2-5: Construction of each phase of the facility must take place on fill that is
made of constructible material. Only new work material is suitable for this
purpose; maintenance material is finer grained and would not support
construction of the facility. For these reasons, materials used from the initial
dredging activities must be used as fill for proposed construction areas for all
phases.

GBF2-6: Comment noted. Public meetings were held October 3, 2000,
February 27, 2001, April 24, 2001, May 16, 2001, and January 29, 2002.
Section 6.0 of the DEIS provides detailed information regarding coordination and
consultation associated with the preparation of the DEIS.

GBF2-7: Comment noted.

GBF2-6

GBF2-7I
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MAYOR . Dennis Rygaard
MAYOR PRO-TEM’ Danny Ray Phillips
COUNCIL MEMBERS. Len’y Crow,Sr., James Ooieen, Richa,d Tories
CITY MANAGER . Ca,oI L. McLemore

February14, 2002

U. S. Armycorpsof Engineers
GalvestonDistrict
P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston,Texas77553-1229

Attn: Sharon Tirpak

C~

—~--------I _____*

£epaeal~s~e~

The La Marquecity council unanimouslypassedtheattachedresolutionat its regular
meetingof February11, 2002. We areforwarding it for your consideration.

The city of La MarqueCity Council stronglyrecommendsthat theCorpswtthholdsthe
permitfor theproposedShoalPointcontainerterminaluntil suchtimeasanalternateroute
for thetrucktraffic is established,fundedandplacedon theschedulefor constructionby
theTexasDepartmentof Transportation.

We feel thatthetraffic routeasproposedwill createa greatdetrimentfor thecitizensof
La Marqueandthesurroundingareasbycreatinggreatproblemsof noise,pollution,traffic
safetyand access.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter, If you shouldhaveany questions,please
do not hesitateto contactme.

~B.Ra~

1111 BAYOU ‘ LA MARQUE, TEXAS 77568-4299

CLM-1

CLM-2

CLM-1: Comment noted. See response to VBV-1.

CLM-2: Comment noted. See responses to VBV-4 and EPA-33.

Admrn,siraiisn 938-9202 ‘ Public Works 938-9280 ‘ Police 938-9269 ‘ Fire 938-9260 ‘Judicial 938-9245 ‘ Inspection 938-9204
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RESOLUTION NUMBER 933

A RESOLUTIONBY ThE CITY OF LA MARQUE, TEXAS, CITY COUNCIL SUPPORTING AND
ENCOURAGING THE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF ANALTERNATE ROUTE FOR
THE TRUCK TRAFFIC FOR THE PROPOSED CONTAINER TERMINAL TO BE LOCATED AT
SHOAL POINT BEFORE A PERMIT IS ISSUEDFOR THE TERMINAL

WHEREAS, the City of Texas City hasworkedwith a private developerto developa container
terminalat ShoalPoint in TexasCity; and

WHEREAS,theCity of La Marquesupportsthedevelopmentof theproposedccntainerterminal;
sod

WHEREAS,the United StatesArmy Corpsof Engineershasprepareda draft environmentalimpact
statementfor the proposedcontainer terminal which showsthat the frontageroad at theOmegaBay
Subdivision on 1-45, aswell asthe intersectionof 1-45, HighwayS and Highway 146will be greatly
impactedby additional trucktraffic createdby thedevelopmentof theContainerterminal;and

WHEREAS,theincreasedtrucktraffic will createnoise,pollution, traffic safetyandaccessproblems
for not only the residentsof Omega Bay, but for the traffic at the aforementionedhighway
intersections;and

WHEREAS,theCity of La MarqueCity Council doesnotconsiderFM 519 anacceptablealternate
routefor thetrucktraffic becauseit is a highly populatedareawith residencesandbusinesseswhich
would also createnoise,pollution, traffic safety and accessproblemsfor all the citizens of La
Marque,

NOW, THEREFORE,WE, ThE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LA MARQUE, TEXAS DO
HEREBY ENCOURAGEAND SUPPORT

(1) The TexasDepartmentofTransportation to develop an alternate route for thetrucktrafficfor
theproposedcontainerterminal,preferablyat Exit 9 FrontageRoadthatcouldbe routed
alonga roadto bedevelopedalongtheexistingrailroadtracksoranoverpassthatwould go
over -45without exiting onto thefrontageroad,and

(2) The U. S. Army Corps of Engineersto withhold any permits for the developmentof the
containerterminaluntil suchtime asthealternateroute is developed,fundedandplacedon
theTexasDepartmentof TransportationConstructionschedule.

Passedandadoptedthis the11°dayof February,2002

Den2aar~~t ~
Mayor

ATTEST:

BonnieSmith
City Cleric
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Sharon Manzella Tkpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U. S. ArmyCorps of Engineers
Galveston District
P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Re Proposed Shoal Point ContainerTerminal on Galveston B~y

Dear Mrs Tirpak and Reviewers at the Corps of Engineers

To date, SCENIC GALVESTON (SG) has spoken at a Scoping Meeting in October
2000, at other publicgatherings in 2001 and agatn recently in Texas City at the
January 2002 public hearing. We areone of the majo stakeholders in landholdings
close byto this proposed laclhlty, and our wetland preserve 1~ndsare dependent
upon the environmental health and well-being of Galveston Bay anti ac~eCefltVirginia
Point To this date, ourquestions have not been addressed to our satisfaction in the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

We have presented ott concerns on a nrsnber of issues both verbally and by letter
presentation to the USACE about the Draft En~iironmentaIImpact Statement and the
deficiencies in the study of this proposedfacility. SCENIC GALVESTON does not
believe the container terminal should be permitted until -end onlythen ~— the
inherent, unstudied negative impacts are substantially and fully evaluated with viable
and equitable solutions presented to staketiolders, residents, and public review,

SG’s requests an amplified, re-evaluated and new DEIS before permit is given. Ott
concernsfollow:

Foremost, no facilities ofthis magnitude shouldbe permitted or constructed
any wtrere on Galveston Bay until complete three-dimensional hydrodynemic
modeling studies ofthe Bay are scientifically performed and studied to evaluate
cumulative lana-term imoacts such as salInItyIntruaton through the currentforty-
five foot channel and/or any proposed deepening of shipping channels. SG
questions the consequences of additional spell dredge disposal restricting
water circulation and producing water contamination, particularly along the
Shoal Point site, along the Intercoastal Waterwayto West Bay, backside of Pelican
Island, and the northwestern shorelines of Galveston Bay. Existing intertidal
wetlands on the edge of Shoal Point; Virginia Point, the Intercoastal Waterway and
West Galveston Bay should be evaluated for damaging impacts by this facility to

FEB 192002

February 18, 2002 ci.h~,,o,,.Thu, ~135l
4O9.744-743~

SGJI-1: The standard NEPA review process will be followed as described in
Section 6.4 of the DEIS.

SGII-2: Section 4.2.10.6 has been added to address circulation and salinity
effects.

SOIl -3: See response to GBF2-2.

An AffllIar~ ,~fScenic Amer1c~,inc.

11 SOIl-I

SGII-2

1
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beneficial marine nursery productivity, water quality, wildlife, bird, and plant life.

Expanded truck traffic numbers, evacuation patterns,and routing onto Interstate45
have not been planned or analyzed prepesly. A new DEIS evaluation is requested
studying the negative impacts discovered on traffic, noise, end non-point source
water pollution affecting Bayou Vista residents, Highland Bayou-Jones Bay, the
JohnM. 0’ Quinn 1-45 Estuarial Corridor (for which SCENIC GALVESTON shares
a ConservationEasement with U.S. Fish & Widhfe) and forthe contiguous 1,489
acres of Virginia Point soon-to-be acquired to conserve habitat for endanoered,
threatened and high prionty species inhabiting the large massof undisturbed
coastal wetlands, coastal praIries, paton meadows and other Bay fringe edges on
Virginia Point near to the proposed container facility.

Additional air pollution which this facility Will produce needs study for an
already highest lack of attainment of air quality in the Houston-Texas City
metroptex region.

e Plans for the Shoal Point Container Terminal, its future phases, and the
contemplated access routes must reveal the impacts- which the DEIS currently
does not do— of new significant nonpoint source water pollution running into
a~acentSwan L~e,Galveston Bay, and other valuable nearby wetlands. What
are the future impacts of this container facility development and its phased
expansion atop spoil dispos~containment cells so near critically sensitive water
bodies and wetlands dependsnt upon tidal activity to and from the Bay?

SCENIC GALVESTON has other Issues, but these are the continuing plaguing
questions that concern our Board and our organization. Thank you for your efforts to
sort out this complex proposal and the long-term cumulative adverse impacts it
possibly will bring to our region in the future.

SGI -4: Comment noted. See responses to VBV-1, VBV-4, EPA-33, and EPA-
72.

SGII-5: As discussed in Section 4.8.9 of the DEIS, the TNRCC has the
responsibility for developing a plan for attaining the air quality standard in the
HGA. This plan, which was submitted to and approved by the EPA, is called the
State Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIP describes how the area will reach
attainment of the air quality standard for ozone. The SIP sets emissions
budgets for point sources such as power plants and manufacturers, area wide
sources such as dry cleaners and paint shops, off-road mobile sources such as
boats and lawn mowers, and on-road sources such as cars, trucks, and
motorcycles. SIP revisions adopted by the TNRCC on December 6, 2000, for
the HGA, proposed to implement emission controls so as to demonstrate
attainment for this area by the year 2007. These emission controls are expected
to significantly reduce emissions of ozone precursors and provide acceptable air
quality for the region.

The HGA is expected to experience growth in the regional population and
economy, resulting in increased traffic and industrial capacity. The network of
future roadways and subdivision streets resulting from cumulative effects, in
addition to existing and planned industrial facilities, would be expected to
contribute to additional and varying amounts of air pollution emissions.

Ambient air quality standards and the SIP set limitations on the levels of certain
pollutants. The SIP for the HGA includes enforceable commitments required by
the EPA for reducing emissions such that the area will attain the ambient air
quality standards. The SIP is a dynamic plan that can be constantly updated to
account for changing conditions. New regulations and control strategies
resulting from the HGA SIP impose emission control measures affecting various
sources of air emissions including stationary sources, on-road mobile sources,
non-road mobile sources, and area sources. In addition, reductions are also
expected from expansion or improvement of high occupancy vehicle lanes,
traffic flow management, park-and-ride lots, public transportation, and rideshare
programs. Emissions reductions consider the need to offset a potential increase
in emissions due to growth in the region resulting in increased traffic and
industrial capacity.

In addition to the control of emissions through the SIP, the TNRCC also has
regulations in place to control emissions by an elaborate permitting system that
requires the implementation of emissions controls for the construction of new

-j

1
SOIl -4

SGII-5

SGII-6I
Sincerely yours,
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industrial facilities or modifications. These regulations are designed to provide
for growth in a way that will continue attainment of the standards.

This regulatory framework will address air emissions from the proposed project.
The TNRCC and EPA are responsible for monitoring and tracking air quality
levels and the identification of potential air quality exceedances. Adjustments
will be made to the SIP, as appropriate, to achieve and maintain continued
attainment of the standards. In addition, within the HGA, industrial, community,
and municipal groups are working cooperatively with the regulatory agencies to
identify ways to continue to reduce emissions while allowing for growth in the
area.

The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) staff has determined that the
Houston-Galveston Area SIP incorporates transportation-related operating
emissions due to projected growth in container traffic. The H-GAC is designated
as the Air Quality Planning Agency for the HGA and is responsible for reviewing
transportation plans and determining their conformity with the SIP. According to
a letter from the H-GAC (see H-GAC letter to USACE in Appendix H-9 of the
DEIS), the project is accounted for in the region’s currently approved
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and associated conformity analysis.
Vision 2022, the Transportation Policy Council adopted the MTP for the
Houston-Galveston Region in April 2000, and the associated conformity analysis
was approved by FHWA in May of 2000. The analyses conducted in support of
the development of the MTP did include the assumption that a container
terminal would be in operation at Shoal Point. As discussed in the letter, the
conformity analysis was performed in 1999 and used the latest information
concerning the terminal’s proposed truck-related operations. Although the
current projections for truck activity are more than assumed in the conformity
determinations, it is the H-GAC’s opinion that the additional truck trips would be
unlikely to result in emissions exceeding conformity budgets.

SGII-6: Section 3.10.2 describes the baseline conditions of existing dredging
activities and Section 4.2.10 describes the specific surface water effects of the
Shoal Point Container Terminal construction and operation. A characterization
of the net changes in habitat produced by the project over time is also included.
Also see responses to EPA-72 and TNRCC1-6.
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GALVESTON ~ woz 6Z
~ January 29, 2002

PROPOSED SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL IN TEXAS CITY

COMMENTS by SCENIC GALVESTON, Inc., STAKEHOLDER TO THE WEST

I am Evangeline Wharton, Chairman of SCENIC GALVESTON, Inc., a 501-c-3, grass-roots

community-based scenic and conservation organization founded in 1992. SCENIC
GALVESTON owns 900-wetland acres along Interstate 45 South of the Texas City ‘V~’e’or

Interchange, more than 5+ linear miles of highway frontage, and 2+ miles of Bay shoreline.

We speak tonight as a major stakeholder in this important decision of permitting Shoal
Point Container Terminal and its effect on Galveston Bay, one of Texas’ most important

natural resources.

In mid-2001, SCENIC GALVESTON had a productive meeting with Texas City Mayor

Garza about our proposed purchase, now funded, for additional coastal habitat eastward

on Virginia Point, to expand our preserve and buffer it from ancillary port business
development. At that time, we felt that most of our potential objections to the project would
be alleviated, and we have been quiet to date as a nearby neighbor of the port.

In principal, we are not opposed to a container terminal at Shoal Point, but the project in

actuality Is not that simple. It appears that most of the wider environmental concerns we
have, have not been investigated by the DEIS. The terminal will result in irreversible traffic

impacts with the influx of thousands of 18-wheel diesel trucks along and adjacent to the

Texas City Interchange, Interstate 45, and Highway 146 juncture at the northern flagship
end of our habitat conservation preserve. The number of diesel trucks by 2025 have been

calculated to be more than 10,300per day, and as early as 2005, as many as 2,250 trucks
per day. Our fears supposedly will be relieved by promise of TxDot’s plans to build a new

Texas City Interchange by 2010.
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Well, if that Interchange work ahead is anything like the recent improvements at the ‘Wye’,

we are not charmed, The northern end of SCENIC GALVESTON’ s preserve lost many

hundreds of feet taken by eminent domain for the latest work just completed on the

Interchange. Will the 2010 Interchange create fly-overs and clover-leaf elevations

above our scenic wetland corridor preserve and over Bayou Vista and Omega Bay

residences? How do residents in neighboring communities and ensnarled travelers on the

-45 ~jt for years for a remedy to a traffic jam caused by Shoal Point?

White we fully recognize the economic importance of the project to our neighbor, Texas

City, at this time, it appears that politics and money-driven projects usurping the Bay take

precedence in Texas. “Bayport”, and the recent Houston Port Authority attempted

takeover of Galveston Wharves, and the Shoal Point Container Terminal seem favored

over the health and welfare of nearby residents, the coastal marshes essential as nursery

and habitat for marine and avian species, the well-being of Galveston Bay, air quality,

recreational and commercial fishermen, recreational boaters, and other diverse users of

the Bay. If we keep placing spoil dredge on every available edge of the Bay shoreline and

open coastal acre will water circulation ever be adequate again to produce oysters in West

Galveston Bay?

SCENIC GALVESTON has to agree with the Galveston Bay Foundation that the beneficial

uses for containment cell spoil disposal and mitigation plans sited in or near areas of

significant fishing use appear to more closely resemble filling of the Bay than restoring

wetland habitat.

On October 3, 2000 at “Scoping” hearings, SCENIC GALVESTON first addressed

concerns about the development of this facility, primarily commenting on truck traffic,

increases in air pollution, wetlands impacts, water salinity, non-point source water

pollution, and dredge material plans. After reviewing the DEIS. we ioin other area

conservation organizations and citizen groups in still having reservations.

SGI2-l: Impacts resulting from the 2010 interchange project, as proposed by
TxDOT, are not included in the scope of this EIS because the interchange is
being considered regardless of the approval and implementation of the
proposed container facility. TxDOT is responsible for conducting an impacts
analysis and presenting potential impacts related to the 2010 interchange during
the permitting process for that project.

S012-2: Comment noted. See responses to EPA-58, EPA-64, VBV-4, and
SGI1-5.

SGI2-3: The area around Shoal Point supports no live oyster reefs. Studies
have shown that the Texas City Dike is in part responsible for the low oyster
productivity in West Bay. The dike has restricted water circulation and limited
larval transport from the main portion of Galveston Bay to West Bay. Creation of
Beneficial Use sites should not have a negative impact on oyster populations in
West Bay. Conversely, oysters in the entire bay system have shown an
increase over the last 20 years despite construction activities that have taken
place.

In response to comments, Section 4.2.10.6 has been added to address
circulation and salinity effects.

SGI2-l

SGI2-2

SGI2-3

SGI2-4 SO 12-4: See response to GBF2-3.
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We were advised January 2001 that SCENIC GALVESTON would be a part of the

Comprehensive Dredge Management Plan. SCENIC GALVESTON to date has not been

asked to participate in any of these planning sessions. Where our concerns might have

been allayed, now they have been heightened.

Over the last 10 years, our volunteer organization has acquired and restored a spectacular

marshtand gateway to Galveston and set aside an important habitat conservation preserve

for endangered, threatened and high priority species living in the marshes between Bayou

Vista and the Santa Fe Overpass. Every parcel in the preserve that SCENIC GALVESTON

has acquired carries a conservation easement with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,

restricting it for non-intrusive public use and parktand for habit conservation. We have

restored or constructed 70+ acres of new marsh.

SGI2-5

SGI2-5: Scenic Galveston was invited to participate in, and did attend, the
February 27, 2001 stakeholders meeting to discuss the proposed beneficial
uses of dredged material from the project.

S012-6: Comment noted. Public meetings were held October 3, 2000, February
27, 2001, April 24, 2001, May 16, 2001, and January 29, 2002. Section 6.0 of
the DEIS provides detailed information regarding coordination and consultation
associated with the preparation of the DEIS.

5G12-7: Additional studies have been conducted to address potential circulation
and salinity effects (Section 4.2.10.6 of the FEIS).

Our organization has worked fervently for the good of citizens, marine, bird and wildlife,

raising $3.6 million to acquire, protect, and restore the John M. O’Quinn ~-45Estuarial

Corridor. Our group is offended by the lack offollow-through to bring the Shoal Point

development into the broad community-based involvement originally promised.

One of SCENIC GALVESTON’s agency oversight partners, just yesterday, advised us that

facilities of such magnitude placed anywhere in the Bay should not be permitted

until three-dimensional hydrodynamic modeling studies of the whole Galveston Bay

are performedto evaluate cumulative long-term impacts such as salinity intrusion and

dredge spoil disposal to the Bay. Such studies have never been done!

WIth the DEIS presented, our questions remain unanswered. Thank you.

SGI2-6

SGI2-7
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City of Shoreacres JAN 31 2002
60!SHOREACRESBOULEVARD

SHOREACRES, TEXAS 7757!
PHONE(281) 471-2244

FAX (28!) 471-8955

~ACOMMUNITY or BEAUTIFUL HOMESON GALVESTONBA~
HOME or THE HOUSTON YACHT CLUB

CITY SECRETARY
Shari Tail

January 29, 2002

SharonManzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
US. Army Corps ofEngineers
P.O Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Dear Ms. Man.zella:

Attached are the City ofShoreacres’ comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal We appreciate the opportunity to provide
comments on this project.

Sincerely,

NancyR. Edmonson
Acting Mayor

MAYOR
Istia H. Browning
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COS-1: Comment noted.City of Shoreacres
Comments on Shoal Point DEIS

1. First and most important, the City of Shoreacres opposes the Bayport Alternative in the Shoal
Point DEIS, Just aa we have actively opposed the Port of Houston’s proposed Bayport Container
Tenmnal, we oppose the Bayport Alternative presented in the Shoal Point DEIS. A container
terminal and its associated noise, air pollution, traffic, and other environmental problems would
significantly degrade the quality oflife we enjoy in Shoreacres.

2, In Section 3.16 Cultural Resources, the DEIS presents extremely detailed histories of the
communities located at or near the alternatives. For example, the 2-page history ofAlexander
Island includes the taxable value ofthe island in 1851 and the number of horses and cattle on the
island in 1874. The history of the Bayport site, on the other hand, is two sentences long and
simply states that the Bayport Industrial District fueled growth in the area. Some ofthe earliest
settlementin the Galveaton Bay area occurred near the Bayport site, yet the DEIS ignores this
fact. The Bayport site includes the historic Red Bluff community, one ofthe oldest settlements
on Galveston Bay. This community was demolished by the Port ofHouston itt the early 1970s.
In addition, while the section included summary histories of the some ofthe cities at or near the
alternatives, this section did not include histories ofthe two cities that flank the Bayport site—
the Cities of Shoreacres and Seabrook. Proper recognition ofthe history on and near the Bayport
sitewould reveal the long history ofthis area as a residential and recreational resource, Implying
that its history began as an industrial district biases the Cultural Resources analysis. The FEIS
should provide a balanced historical summary

3. The Roadway Traffic Impact Analysis for the Shoal Point alternative is comprehensive and
well-done. The Roadway Traffic Impact Analysis for the Bayport Alternative (Section 4.4.2), as
well as the rest ofthe alternatives, was insufficient to draw the conclusion that no significant
traffic impacts would result from the Bayport alternative. For example, the intersection analysis
did not include the Red Bluff RoadJSH 146 and Shoreacrea Boulevard/SH 146 intersections.
While TxDOT may grade-separate these intersections in the long run, these intersections would
be at-grade, signalized intersections when this project is projected to open. In addition, the Shoal
Point alternative analysis includes calculations oftraffic delays from train crossings, but this
analysis is not provided for the other alternatives. The FEIS should provide intersection analyses
and train crossing delays for all alternatives.

4. In the Land Use/Recreation/Aesthetics section for the Bayport Alternative (Section 4.4.19),
the DEIS states that Shoreacres is “already influenced by industrial activity” across the Bayport
Channel and thus the adjacent land use change would be “quantitative rather than qualitative”.
The FEIS should recognize that the industrial uses across the Bayport Channel from Shoreacres
are terminal facilities, where products are transferred primarily to and from ships and pipelines.
This type of activity, while industrial, is radically different in potential impacts from a container
terminal. Also in this section ofthe report, the DEIS states that SH 146 passes through “largely
commercial and industrial areas” and, therefore, the introduction of 10,000 truck trips per day
would not represent an incompatible use. The FEIS should recognize that the adjacent land use
to SN 146 through Shoreacres is residential, and increased truck traffic does represent an
incompatible use.

I
I
I

COS-2: The EIS has been revised to address this comment. Please refer to

Section 3.16.2.11.

COS-3: The referenced intersections were addressed in the DEIS (see Table
4.2.2-3). Information regarding railroad crossings has been added to the text for
each alternative.

COS-4: The general Concept conveyed by the referenced comment stands. The
proposed facility is a container facility that would involve the import and export of
merchandise containers. This type of activity is Consistent with existing

COS-2 industrial activities in the area.

COS-5: The general Concept conveyed by the referenced comment stands.
Although truck traffic may increase due to the presence of a terminal, the current
use of the highway, which includes industrial traffic, would not change.

COS-3

COS-4

COS-5
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5. In Section 4.4.20.3 Community Values, the DEIS atates that the City ofPasadena has taken no
position on the Bayport location. At the Decernber 12, 2001 public hearing on the proposed
Bayport Container Terminal, the Mayor of Pasadena opposed the Bayport site. The FEIS should COS6
recognize the public opposition by the City of Pasadena to the Bayport site.

6. In Section 4.4.19.2 Recreation, the DEIS states that the Bayport alternative would provide
“additional opportunities for recreational ship watching” and yet this “benefit” was not listed for
the other alternatives. The EElS should eliminate this clearly spurious benefit from the Bayport
alternative—we already have plenty ofships to watch.

7. Table E-l Inventory ofParks and Recreational Facilities, which is presumably the base data
used for the recreation sections ofthe DEIS, omits three important recreational facilities in the
City of Shoreacres. The table should include the Bayfront Park, the Shoreacres Recreation
Association’s pier and boat ramp, and the Houston Yacht Club. The FEIS should include these
facilities in the table as well as ensure that impacts to these facilities are properly addressed in
the recreation analysis.

COS-6: Section 4.4.20.3 has been modified to reference the Mayor of
Pasadena’s comments at the December 12, 2001 public hearing on the Bayport
DEIS.

COS-7: The general concept of the statement stands. The Bayport alternative
would provide additional opportunities for recreational ship watching in the area,
more so than other opportunities because of the orientation of the Bayport Ship
Channel. Recreational ship watching was acknowledged for the other
alternatives (sections 4.2.19.2, 4.3.19.2, 4.5.19.2, 4.6.19.2, and 4.7.19.2). The
level to which recreational boat watching is enjoyed is determined on an
individual basis. While some may not find it particularly valuable, others may
enjoy it as recreation.

COS-8: The Houston Yacht Club, Bayfront Park, and Shoreacres Recreation
Association’s pier and boat ramp are not included in Table E-1 because the
table was based on information provided by TPWD, which did not include
facilities developed after 1987 and may not include all private facilities. The
Houston Yacht Club is, however, specifically discussed in Section 4.4.19.2 of
the DEIS. In addition, parks present in the Bayport alternative project area are
shown on Figure 3.18.2-9.

COS-7

COS-8I
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SC-I: See response to GBF2-2.

U S. Army Corps of Engineers, Galveston District
Attn. Sharon Tirpak

PU Box 1229
Galveston TX 77553

RE. Proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal

The Houston Regional Group ofLone Star Sierra joins the Galveston Bay Foundation and Scenic
Galveston in their objections to the proposed container terminal at Shoal Point. As a trustee of
both ofthese groups, I am espectally concerned about any impacts or additional pressure on
Scenic Galveston’s nearby marsh projects; the DEIS is not sufficient to reassure me.

Houston Sierra agrees with GBF and Scenic Galveston that the issues ofwetlands toss, wetlands
fill and dredge disposal are not properly addressed. The additional surface transportation needs,
no matter how much rerouting is planned, remain a threat to human health and safety both from
traffic accidents along highways 1-45 and SH 146 and from additional air pollution as a result of
this traffic congestion. Nonpoint source pollution into the Bay is not adequately addressed.

The Sierra Club hopes that the Corps wilt begin to adopt a regional approach when permitting
newport projects in Galveston Bay, and to the entire district. If the Corps will look at Bay-wide,
indeed Gulf-wide needs, and consider what is best for the entire region, the Corps will not grant
this permit It does not serve the people or the environment of the Galveston District to have port
projects scattered all around the Bay, and Shoal Point is not a desirable location for one,

Sincerely. -

~ ~

(Ms ) Page S. Williams
Coastal Issues Coordinator
4229 W. Alabama St.
Houston TX 77027

When we cv io pick oat anyihisg by itself, we find it hitched to everything else in the sniverve.’ JohnMuir

SC-2: An increase in truck traffic volume resulting from the project along the IH
45 southbound frontage road would result in an increase in air emissions along
the truck route. These emissions would result primarily from the combustion of
the fuel used to run the truck as well as fugitive dust along the roadway. Air
emissionsfrom these vehicles would be minimized as a result of air quality
regulations being implemented by the TNRCC and the US EPA as part of the
TNRCC’s State Implementation Plan. These regulations affect vehicle design,
fuel consumption, vehicle inspection and maintenance, and cleaner vehicle
fuels. Reductions are also expected as a result of highway and intersection
improvements, traffic flow management, and use of paved roadways. As
described in Section 4.2.2.6 of the DEIS, TxDOT has future plans to widen the
IH 45 main lanes and redesign the lH 45, SH 6 and SH 3 interchange. These
improvements may take the container traffic over or under IH 45, thereby
lessening the container traffic impact on the lH 45 frontage road. Emissions
from intersection and roadway improvement projects on public thoroughfares
are covered by the transportation conformity process as part of the Houston-
Galveston Area Metropolitan Transportation Plan. Also see responses to VBV-
1, EFA-6, and EPA-33.

SC-3: See response to TNRCC1-6.

SC-4: Comment noted. The preparation of this NEPA document was triggered
by a regulatory response by the USACE to a Section 10 and 404 permit
application. The USACE responds to these permit applications as they are
submitted and each is addressed separately. At this time, there is no plan for a
cumulative approach to these facilities. Cumulative impacts, including the
proposed Port of Houston Authority Bayport Container Terminal, are evaluated
in Section 4.8 of the DEIS.

SIERRA ~

CLUB

February 15, 2002

Houston Regional Group
P.O. Box 3021
Houslon,Texas 77253-302 I
713/895-9309

I
I
I

SC-I

SC-2

SC-3

SC-4
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APPENDIX J-3

PRIVATE CITIZEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES



Date: January22,2002

To: SharonManzellaTirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
US. Army Corpsof Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston,TX. 77553-1229

From GeorgiaAdams

I would like it to beknownthatI am a propertyownerthat is verymuchin supportofthe
ShoalPoint ContainerTerminalin TexasCity. But, I am opposed to the route that is
proposedfor the trucksto use.I have listed below theissuesandconcernsthat I have that
would not remainconcernsif the Port would build a new road, running roughlyadjacent
to the flood control leveenorth of OmegaBay. It would directly link theport and145
savingmilesof additionaldriving for the trucks. This route would also totallyavoid the
impactsto anyresidential area,including OmegaBay andBayouVista.

• Unnecessarycongestion
- IncreaseAir pollution

Increasenoiseto unacceptablelevels
Traflic safetyfor me and my family (18 wheeleraccidents= 4X you’re DEAD)

- Toxic materialsthat could spill whenthesetruckshave anaccident
- Lower property values

Emergencyaccessto travel to MainlandHospital(locatedon Hwy 3)
- Accessto 145N to Houston
- Accessto grocerystores,nearestPharmacy, and any otherstoresin TexasCity

There is a safer, no-impactalternative(thenew accessroad) thatneedsto be considered
This option still DOES NOT evenappear in theDEIS, and is not beingconsideredasan
option. Evenaltera meetingthatwasheld onMay 16,2001,thesponsorsofthe port and
the Corp’sconsultantshave failed to considerthis route.
Thereis nota personthatis goingto convincemethat thesetruckswould not impact my
ability to enter orexit my neighborhoodif they areusingExit 7 astheir routeto Shoal
Point ContainerTerminal.

Thankyou,

~
Georgia

Form Letter 1 (FL 1): Received from Georgia Adams, Jules Adams, Don Amato, Shirley
Amato, Paul Barnes, Tina Barnes, Ronnie Broussard, Betty Buck, James Buck, Roy Centanni,
Joanie Cook, Ronnie Cook, Brenda Ferro, Ed Ferro, John Ferro, Lisa Garey, Stacey Garey,
Christine Jackson, Paula Johnson, Cindy Kerns, Jack King, Melissa King, Julie Kramr, Audra
McCall, Kristie McCall, Mike McCall, Sandy McCall, Tim McCall, Tony McCall, Clarence
Melancon, Jr., Irene Melancon, Renee Melancon, Debbie Mills, Chris Morton, DeDe Morton,
Joseph Pearson, Sandy Pearson, Deanna Perry, Troy Perry, Lois Proff, Robert Tinnell, Teresa
Tinnell.

FLI-1: In response to public comments received from many residents of
communities located near Exit 7 on IH 45, public officials representing
Galveston County and the cities of Texas City and La Marque have initiated
discussions with TxDOT regarding the possibility of developing an
alternative route for trucks to use as access between the proposed
container terminal at Shoal Point and IH 45. During the public hearing on
the Draft EIS for this project, several public officials spoke on this issue,
including State Senator Mike Jackson; Mr. Nick Saum, representing State
Representative Craig Eiland; Galveston County Judge Jim Yarbrough; City

FLI.I of Texas City Mayor Carlos Garza; and City of La Marque Mayor Dennis
Rygaard (see public hearing transcript in Appendix J-4 of this Final EIS).
These officials stated their support of an alternate truck route and their
plans to discuss the option of an alternative route with TxDOT and to work

FLI-2 together to obtain funding for this option. In addition, Galveston County and
FLI-3 Texas City representatives and elected officials attended a workshop with
FLI-4 TxDOT on 13 February 2002. During the workshop, alternative routes to
FL1-5 he proposed container terminal were discussed. The status of TxDOT
Fl 1•~ roadway improvements in the vicinity was also discussed (see meeting
ELI-i minutes in Appendix H-i 5). Galveston County and City of Texas City
ELI-a representatives also met with a consultant on 26 February 2002 to discuss

the needs and components of an alternative route study (see meeting
minutes in Appendix H-i 5). County Judge Jim Yarbrough, the City of
Texas City, and the City of La Marque have sent letters to the USACE

EL19 stating that they have retained a consultant to study the feasibility of, and to
identify, an alternative truck route (see letters in Appendix H-i5).

FLI -2: See response to VBV-i.

FL1-3: See response to SC-2.

FLI-4: See response to EPA-34 and VBV-4.

JAN 3
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FLI-5: Section 4.2.2.9, Traffic Safety, has been revised to include truck-
related accident data and projections of total accidents and fatal truck-
related accidents in the Build and No-Build scenarios.

FLI-6: In response to public comments, a hazardous materials transport
analysis was conducted for each alternative. Results of the analysis have
been added to each section in the FEIS. Please refer to Section 4.2.9.3
regarding the Shoal Point Alternative.

FLI-7: The EIS has been revised to include sections on residential property
values (see Section 3.20.10 and Section 4.2.20.8 for the Shoal Point site).

FLI-8: Currently, access to the container facility includes plans to construct
an access road off of Loop 197. If trucks were to back up at the entrance to
the container facility, it would be on this access road that is approximately 3
miles in length. It is highly unlikely that the backup would extend onto Loop
197 and disrupt the normal flow of traffic. Traffic impact analyses did not
indicate a change in the projected level of service from the proposed
container facility that would impact emergency vehicle access. As
described in the response to VBV-1, impacts to traffic loads would be
primarily caused by regional growth and TxDOT is considering highway
improvements to accommodate the changes.

FLI-9: See response to FL1-1.
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BMB — Barbara M. Benson letter

JAN 142002
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BMB-1

BMB-2

BMB-3

BMB-4

BMB-1: See responses to VBV-1 and FL1-8.

BMB-2: See response to VBV-1.

BMB-3: See response to SC-2.

BMB-4: See response to comment FL1-1.
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JAN 222002 MHB — Marian H. Brick letter

MHB-1: See response to FL1 -1.

MHB-2: See responses to VBV-1 and FL1-8.
SharonManzellaTirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U. S. Army Corpsof Engineers
P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Dear Ms. Tirpak:

MHB-3: See response to FL1-6.

MHB-4: See response to VBV-1.

It has cometo my attention that theDEIS (ShoalPoint Container Terminal Draft
EnvironmentalImpactStatement) does not include a plan to redirect traffic to the
terminal. If the Corps numbers of trucks is anywhere near correct, traffic at the area I
have always called the “Texas City Y” will severly impact our entering and leaving the
area. In addition, the prospects of hazards and toxic “wrecks” are alarming. Since there
are alternatives to leave the Omega Bay and Bayou Vista roads free from this traflic, I
wish to state my concerns. I am an older retired person and do not want to have to “fight”
traffic every time I leave my home. In addition, there is a definite possibility that our
property values will be diminished. As a person on a fixed income, this would be a terrible
calamityto befall elderly persons. Please reconsider your proposal and provide a plan to
redirect traflic to the proposed terminal.

ThankYou,

Marian H. Brick
388 Ling
Bayou Vista, Texas 77563

MHB-1

II
I MHB-3

MHB-4
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EB — Earl Brown letter
To Sharon Manzella Tirpak
RegulatoryBranch,CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers
P.O~Box 1229
Galveston,Texas 775534229

RE; U.S. ARMY CORPSofENGINEERS.PermitApplicationNo.21979
IssueDale28 December2001.

This letter is in responseto the invitation by the Corps ofEngineersto
commentonthe Public Interestsofpersonsthat would be affectedby the
outcomeof thereview.

The concernsregardingthe impact on the communitiesofBayou Vista and
OmegaBayyokedatthePublicWorkshop andHearing January 29, 2002
needto beconsidered,theseaddressmanyissuesincludingsafety,which
should theprimeconcern

Thetruck traffic causingtheseconcernscouldbe rerouted to Exit 9 aswas 11]
suggested.

I support the opportunitybeing offered to theTexasCity area by thisproject I]
And agreeit would be a benefit, but If theseconcernsarenotaddressed
beforethepermitis issued.it will be difficult andmaybeimpossibleto
correct the problem.

I am oneofthe peoplethat will beafibetedandhopeyouwill respondto the
voiceofthe peopleIn thismatter.Thankyou for your consideration.

RespectfullyYours;
EarlBrown
BayouVista, Texas

EB-1: Section 4.2.2.9, Traffic Safety, has been revised to include truck-
related accident data and projections of total accidents and fatal truck-
related accidents in the Build and No-Build scenarios.

EB-2: See response to FL1-1.

EB-3: Comment noted.

EB-1

EB-2

EB-3I
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JC — Joanie Cook letterPUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29, 2002
WORKSHOP 5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.
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JC-1: See responses to VBV-1 and FL1-8.

JC-2: See response to FL1-1.

JC-3: The following responses address the listed issues—
SC-2, EPA-34, VBV-4, FL1-5, FL1-6, FL1-7, and FL1-8.
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~ 1’s, 2002 to: ‘9~)t�~t!ir’:~—

Sharon Manzella Tirpak Please Print
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE Your Name_______________________
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Address ~t h~
P.O. Box 1229 ntM~aia’E TL ~7S~’ã’
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229
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FEB 082002
JMC — Jerry M. Crossman letter

JMC-1 and 2: Comments noted. See response to FL1-1.

440622/020135

J
J-106



zZ ~ ;~
~LAh~ ~ 4~t~%~ ~

Qt~fl, 44~’~ ~ ~~ L~ h
1~

d,h~~- 2~

~ ~h1~’4~A~-~ ,~ 4~/~L ~

2~ ~‘~/~4
/

JMC-2

440622/020135
J-107



JCD — Janie C. Dishroon letter
January28, 2002

U.S. Corps of Engineers JCD-1: Seeresponses to VBV-1 VBV-4, and SC-2.

To WhomIt May Concern: JCD-2: Seeresponse to FL1 -1.

I write in oppositionto theproposedplanfor directingtrucksoff 1-45 to JCD-3:Seeresponseto FL1 -7.
theShoalPointContainerTerminal.

We live V2 theweekin Houstonand 1/2 theweekin OmegaBay. We
purchasedourOmegaBayhomesomeyearsagoandenjoytherelative
quiet andunhurriedlife andstreetstherein ourretirementyears.
We feel that theincreasein noise,airpollution, traffic congestionand
general“busy-ness”createdby theexit off 1-45whichyou are
consideringwould completelyun-doall we haveattainedin ourlife here ~
atOmegaBay. J JCD-1
It hasbeensuggestedto you andis clearto usthatan alternativerouteis
possibleandit is thatroutethatwe support. A newaccessroadadjacent
to theflood control leveenorth ofOmegaBaywhichwould link thepoet
and1-45seemsso logicalandworkable.Pleasegivethis alternative 1
strongconsiderationasyou pondertheShoalPointproject.We feelit JCD-2
will benefit thecommunityin theareaimpactedandalsonot lower our J
propertyvaluesaswe strongly suspectthetrucktraffic would if you use
theoriginal plan. 1J
Sincerelyandwith high hopesofarevisedplanusingthealternateroute.

JameC. Dishroon
#18 NorthWhite Heron
LaMarque,TX 77568
409-938-3424
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PPD — PP. Dishroon letter

PPD-1: See response to FL1-i and FL1-5.
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CTD - Charles T. Doyle letter

FIRST BANK Comments noted.
TEXAS CITY

January12, 2002

ColonelLeonard D. Waterworth,District Engineer
Corps of Engineers,U.S.Army
‘7o SharonManzelia Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers
P.O. Box1229
Galveston,Texas 77553-1229

DearColonelWaterworth:

This letteris in responsetothe Public Notice,datedDecember 21,2001,involving the Draft Environmental
Impact Statementfor the CityofTexas City’s ProposedShoalPoint ContainerTerminal. As formerMayor
ofthe City ofTexasCity, and asChairmanofthe Board ofthe largestindependentcommunity banking group
ofbanksin GalvestonCounty, I have a strong interest in the outcomeof your D.E.I.S. and the potential
applicant’s (City ofTexasCity) successinworking with their partnersto constructthe ShoalPoint Container
Terminal. This project wasoneofthemaminitiatives ofmy administration, whichoccurred from May 1990
to May 2000.

At the beginningofmy administration, the City Commission,upon my request, appointeda group ofover
100 citizens from throughout our community to prepare a document which resulted in a formal
comprehensiveMaster Plan, datedJuly of 1992, entitled Goals 2000. This study was undertakenwith
guidancefrom the University of Texas UrbanDevelopment Study Group from Arlington, Texas, and
consistedofninegeneralgoals andhundreds of subsetgoals. One, in particular, which weareaddressing
today, wasthe developmentofthe Port ofTexas City andthe support of a regional planning comprehensive
plan involving the ports of Galveston,Texas City, and Houston.

TexasCity took the initiative to bring togetherthe ports involved andmet with considerablesuccesswith
thePort of Galveston,but onlylimited successwith the Port of Houston. Houston was willing to cooperate
only in certain limited areas,with their predominateconcernbeingable to maintain control, dueto their size
and existingplans that they were developing for immediate deployment and expansionof their port,
particularly in the areasofcontainerization.

Seming’TTht~aIveston~BagJ4rea

3232 Palmer Hwy.. Texas City, Texas 77590 • 409-948-1990
www.texaafirrathanka.com
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ColonelLeonardWaterworth
January12,2002
Page2

TheCity ofTexasCity, in Goals2000,concludedthat itwishedto continueto maintaina privateport, versus

a port-authority-directedoperation,asexistedin Galvestonandin Houston. A studyby JohnVickerman,
with VZM/TranSystem,advisedtheCity ofTexasCity that ShoalPointwould makeanoutstandinglocation
for afifty-foot megaportfor containerization. Workingwith JohnVickermanandJoeMoseley,Ph.D.,of

Shiner,Moseley& Associatesof CorpusChristi,our Goals 2000, EconomicDevelopment,andForeign
Trade Zonecommitteesworkedwith theCity Commissionto developaRequestfor Proposaltnvolvingthe

developmentof ShoalPoint. Throughthis initiative, we developedanopenprocessthat engagedall who
hadinterestin GalvestonBay,just aswe haddonein the initial GalvestonBay Area regional planning
process,which we had supportedandalsohadourlocal staterepresentativesintroduceaslegislation in
Austin.

Goals2000recognizedthat TexasCity servesastheprimaxy industrialcenterfor theHouston-Galveston
Area. In 1991, therewere$2,237,368,710assessedindustrial assetsin the City of TexasCity, which
represented97.3%oftheentirecounty. In 2001,therewere$2,703,072,760ofassessedvalue,representing
97.8%ofall industrialassetsin ourcounty.This increaseof$465.7million wasa20.8%increasein ourCity
duringthepasttenyears. Industrial assessmentarepresent65.5% oftheassessedvaluesby theCentral
AppraisalDistrict in TexasCity. All of theothercitiesin GalvestonCountyhavejusttheoppositetypeof
assessedvalues— i.e.,bedroomcommunities.BayouVistais 94.2%single-family;Dickinson,69.2%;Tiki
Island, 88.3%;LaMarque,55.2%;GalvestonCounty is 50.4%; and theCity of Texas City is 17.5%
residential. TexasCity haselevenof theCounty’stop twelve taxpayerslocatedwithin itscity limits.

Asyou cansee,we haveatremendousimpacton theeconomyofGalvestortCounty,theHouston-Galveston
Area,theStateofTexas,andworldwide. Ourport istheeighthlargestportin theUnitedStatesfor shipping
petrochemicalsandthefourth largestin Texas. We haveonly averysmallareafor futureexpansion;and,
therefore,ShoalPoint,throughthestudyconductedby Transystem,publishedin 1998,wastheideallocation
for thefuture locationofacontainerizationterminal.

Thevision for thefuture,which wascreatedby thepreparationof Goals 2000, wasaneffort to change the
imageof TexasCity from thatofan industrialcity to onethatoffered greatopportunitiesasa placeto jive,
work, andplay.

In theearlyNineties,wehadexperiencedaverybadsituationwhenMitsubishi Corporationattemptedto
bringacopper-producingfacilityto ourarea. It wascalledTexasCopper;andthepermittingprocesswas
not what one would concludeto be an open process,even thoughit followed thetypical application
procedures,as outlined under the law, for the TNRCC, as well as for the Corps of Engineers.
Environmentalistswerenot involved in theplanningstages;and it resultedin a tremendouscontroversy,
ultimately killing theproject dueto lengthy delaysandthreatenedlawsuits— much asthesituationhas
occurredwith theexpansionof theHoustonport.

Sincethisprojectendedon my watchasMayor,we calledtogetherall theenvironmentalists,industrialists,
andpeoplewith economicintereststo apublic gatheringattheCollegeoftheMainlandto discover,through
aseminarandopen-meetingprocess,whatwentwrong with TexasCopperandhow wecouldpreventit in
thefuture. Theprivate-publicpartnershipsthatoccurredduringmy administration,from 1990 to 2000,
pnmarilywereanoutgrowthofthesegroupsworkingtogetheron airquality andprotectingourenvironment
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ColonelLeonardWaterworth
January12, 2002
Page3

andmarinelife throughwell-planneddredge-materialmanagementandthecreationofhabitatsthroughout
ourcommunity.

I personally,sincethedaysof beingsBoy Scoutand,morerecently,asPresidentoftheBoy Scoutsofthe
BayArea,haveworkedon environmentalprojectsofall types.I havebeenalongtimememberoftheSports
ConservationistsofTexas,DucksUnlimited,SierraClub,AudubonSociety, theTexasNatureConservancy,
andtheNatureConservancyof theU.S.,aswell astheGalvestonBayFoundation.Oneof my companiea
wasthefirst to donatewetlandsto ScenicGalvestonasapart ofthe1-45 CorridorProject.

TexasCity anditscitizenshaveamostimpressiverecordofsupportingenvironmentalprojects,all ofwhich
wereapart oftheGoals2000 process,whichhadasitsmissionto preserve,protect,andenhancethenatural
resourcesof theTexasCity andGalvestonBay Area. We changedourCity’s logofroman industriallogo

to arainbowdesign.Noothercity in Texas,andperhapstheU.S.,canmatchtheCity ofTexasCity’s record
in conservationof ournaturalresourcesduringthepasttenyears;andthis waspartofwhywewereafinalist
in theAll-AmericaCity competitionin 1995 and1996, andfinally namedoneof thetenbestcitiesin the
UnitedStatesin 1997,afterbeinga finalisttheprevioustwo years.

Oneof thefirst steps,following Goals2000, wasto embarkon abondissue,whichpassedby over87%,to
completelyrebuildourwastewater-treatinentplantandto effectivelycontainourwastewater-treatmentsystem
throughtheremedialworkofourcollectionsystem,whicheliminatedinfiltration andrunoffofpollutioninto
theBay. The secondstepwasto build whatwe call ourBiosphereI Recycling Center,modeledafter
BiosphereII by theBassBrothersinTucson,Arizona. This is a completelycooperativeprogramwith our
citizensandhasresultedin beingoneofthemostefficientandeffectiveaward-winningrecyclingcentersin
theHouston-GalvestonArea.

In addition to thefirst two projects,weenlargedourparksadjacentto theBay andworkedwith theTexas
Parks& RecreationDepartment,aswell astheTexasNatureConservancy,to increaseprotectedhabitatsand
natural landareasby over2,000 acreswithin our city limits. We createdtheAttwaterPrairieChicken
Preservewith theNatureConservancy,andwe createdtheThomasS.MackeyNatureCenter,honoringthe
Eagle Scoutsof theBoy ScoutsandtheGoldenScoutsof theGirl Scoutsof America. Ms. Trudy Belz
createdoneofthefinestbutterflyandhummingbirdparksin ourstateinsidetheThomasS.MackeyPreserve.

Another projectof Goals2000wasentitled“Root TexasCity”, whereweencouragedtheplantingoftrees
throughoutourcity andconductedajoint project with theTexasDepartmentofTransportationto enhance
nineof thegatewayentrancesinto TexasCity throughtheplanting of treesand shrubsat eachof these
entrances.We alsoworkedwith TxDOT to createandenhancetheTexasCity Wye nearthecommunities
ofBayouVista andOmegaBay.TexasCity guaranteedthelocalfunding,aswell asthemaintenance,in the
earlierstagesoftheproject,whenno otherCity would do so — evenwhentheareaimpactedwasoutsidethe
city limits of TexasCity.

TexasCity hasbeenon theforefront ofcleaningup Supes-flindSites- particularlyTexTin, which wasbuilt
by thegovernmentin 1941 asapart of theWorld War II effort for theproductionof tin in the Northem
Hemisphere.It wasthe only suchfacility in existenceat thetime. Thus, you can seeby this litany of
accomplishmentsduringthe last tenyearsthat theApplicant, theCity of TexasCity, hasas its highest

440622/020135 J-1 12



ColonelLeonardWaterworth
January12, 2002
Page4

priority thepreservation,protection,andenhancementof thenaturalresourcesoftheGalvestonBay Area;
andits recordspeaksfor itself.

TheexpansionofthePortofTexasCity andthedevelopmentoftheShoalPointInternationalTerminalhas
greatimportanceto thefuture ofour Stateand ourNation. We live in atimewhenourworldmarketsare
in transitionandtheeconomicleadershipof ourNation is at aturning point. We havetheopportunityto
continuetoprogressinourabilityto movegoodsandservicesthroughouttheworldby embracingtechnology
andtheexpansionoftheTexasCity Port. Throughouropenprocessherein TexasCity andourprofessional
asiduiethQ~icsIapproachto requestingproposalsfrom thewnrld’eleadir.gportoperators,we wrreableto
chooseanexcellentpartnerin StevedoringServicesofAmericaandAmericanaShipping. We appreciate
yourstaff andthoseof themanyenvironmentalintereststhatparticipatedin thepreparationoftheDraft
EnvironmentalImpactStatementfor thepermitapplicationby theCity ofTexasCity. We commendyou
for your efforts, andwestrongly urgeyou to approvetheDraft andgrantthepermitin anexpeditious
manner,sothatworkmight beginat theearliestdatepossibleona newworld-classfacility for theTexas
City-Galveston-HoustonArea.

~rs,

CharlesT. Doyl
Chairman

CTD:csl

cc: TexasNatural ResourceConservationCommission
401 Coordinator,MSC-150
P.O. Box 13087
Austin,‘fexas 78711-3085
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WTE — W.T. Etheridge letterPUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON ThE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED 29 2002
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT ‘~

JANUARY 29,2002
WORKSHOP5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTSAT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

Comments:
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Melt your comments by FEBRUARY 18, 2002 to:

Sharon Manzella Tirpak Please Print:
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE Your Name ~ \ ~a
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Address 4~Z~tgi~-&L WA~jt~~.

P.O. Box 1229 ~ i2~~~ 27 ~
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

WTE-1 — WTE-3: Comments noted.

WTE-1

WTE-2

WTE-3
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NE — Nancy Evans letter33 NorthOmegaDrive
LaMarque,Texas77568
(409) 933-0123 NE-I: See response to FL1 -1.
February5,2002

SharonManzella Tirpak
RegulatoryBranch,CESWG-PE-RE
U.S.Army Corpsof Engineers
P.O.Box 1229
Galveston,Texas77553-1229

DearMs. Tirpak,

As a teacherin theTexasCity IndependentSchoolDistrict, I fully understandthe
benefitstheShoalPointTerminalwill haveontheCity ofTexasCity. However,as a
residentof OmegaBay,I feel it is at myexpense.Pleaseconsidertheno-impact
alternativeplantouseexit 9 andbuild aroadalongthe leveeasthe routeto theterminal I] NE-I
aspresentedby our representatives.Thiswill createawin-win situationfor all parties
involved. Thankyou for your time.

NancyEvans
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SE — Steve Evans letter33 NorthOmegaBay
La Marque,Texas77568
(409) 933-0123
February2, 2002

SharonManzellaTirpak
RegulatoryBranch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army of CorpsofEngineers
P.O.Box 1229
Galveston,Texas77553-1229

DearMadame,

As aconcernedresidentofOmegaBay, I amwomedabouttheimpactthatShoal
Point ContainerTerminalwill haveon ourcommunity. Therearehealthhazardssuchas
vibration, noise,water,andairpollution. Traftic congestion,aswell asproperty
degradationfactors,is alsoamajor concern.

I live approximatelytwenty-five yardsfromthe 1-45 feederroad. This is a
wonderfulcommunitywith greatneighbors,goodfishing, andanall Americanlifestyle.
It is projectedthat 10,000truckswill passjust yardsfrom myhome. Thevibration from
thesetrucksandnoiseassociatedwith themis goingtobemorethanacceptable.As
trucksroll by my housebouncingandbanging,the insideof myhomewill shakeand
rattle. Thenoisefrom thiswill be intolerable. Thesetruckswill downshiftwhichwill
createevenmorenoise. As thesetrucksstackup on the feederroad,they will smokeand
rumbleall the way tothejunctionofHighway146. Thetruckswill belchthick black
dieselsmoke,asmyone-yearoldchild playsinheryardjust feetaway. I amsurethese
truckswill carrycargothatno city would allow tobe transportedthrougharesidential
area. Yet,that is exactly whatwouldhappenif theyexit onExit 7. As theyleakfluids
andblasttheirair horns,it will beachallengetofeelgood aboutmyhomeandtheimpact
this will haveon theenvironment.

I am alsoveryconcernedaboutbeingabletodrive outof myneighborhoodand
safelyturn ontothe feederroad. As mentioned,the truckswill stackup on thefeeder
roadandblock the left handlanepreventingmefrom entering1-45 South. This is the
entranceramptoGalveston. EasyaccesstoGalvestonis a majorreasonpeoplelive in
OmegaBay. In additiontothat, I wonderhow longit will takejustto get under1-45 to
the1-45 North entranceramp. At thecurrenttime,thereis no delay. As thesetrucks
stackup andfunnel to oneleft turn lane,it will takeaneternityto inch alongjustto get
backonthe highway.

As all of the aboveproblemsbegintoaddup,we will no doubtbe looking for a
quieterandmorepeacefulplaceto live. With all theproblemsthis terminalwill bring, I
doubtmypropertywill keepits value. I will losemoneyon oneof thebestinvestments
anAmericancitizencanhave,his own home. Thiscommunitywill notbewortha“hill
of beans,”if thesetrucksareallowedtonimbleandvibratetheir waypastmy home.

TheOmegaBay ImprovementCommitteehasproposedanexcellentalternativeto
Exit 7. WeproposetouseExit 9 andbuild anewroadrunningadjacenttothe flood
control leveenorthof OmegaBay. This routewill totallyavoidthe impactonany

SE-I: See responses to specific issues below.

SE-2: See responses to VBV-4, SC-2, and FL1-6. Residences located
along lH 45 that currently experience vibration from traffic on the interstate
are expected to experience an increase in this effect with increasing
volumes of truck traffic. Vibration levels are largely dependent on roadway
surfacing. Maintenance and repairs of the lH 45 roadway surface are the
responsibility of TxDOT.

SE-3: As discussed in Section 4.2.2.6 of the DEIS, based on the results of
the queue length analysis conducted for the project, Omega Bay residents
should not experience truck traffic blocking the lH 45 South entrance ramp
or the IH 45 North entrance ramp.

SE-4: See response to FL1-7.

SE-5: See response to FL1-1.

SE-I

SE-2

SE-3

SE-4

1
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SE-6: Comment noted.
residentialareaincludingBayouVista. This “No-Impact” alternativeis goodfor our J
communityandfor thewetlandsthat surroundus.

In closing, I hopeyou considerall of thehazards,pollution concerns,traffic ~
congestion,andpropertydegradationfactorsthat will impactour wayof life in Omega SE-6
Bay. Wehaveproposeda “No-Impact” alternativethat couldcreatea newtaxing
corridor for thecity of LaMarque. Pleasehelpussaveourwonderfulcommunityof
OmegaBay.

Sincerely,

SteveEvans

440622/020135 J-1 17



1-23-02 .,,, MF — Mario Fernandez letter
Subject:ContainerStation~,j~xa>(~
ConcernTraffic congestion

MF-I: See responses to SE-3, VBV.-4, and FL1-6.

Mrs.SharonManzellaTirpak MF-2: Seeresponse to FL1-7.
RegulatoryBranch,CESWG-PE-RE
U.S.ArmyCorpsofEngineers

MF-3: See response to FL1-1.

DearMrs.Tirpak:

I’m writting to expressmy concernfor theunnecessarytraffic congestionthat theproyectedcontainer
stationwill generateabouttheconununitiesof OmegaBayandBayouVista.

It is simplynotenoughroomon theseroads,for so manyof theselargetrucksandtheresidentsof
thesecommunities.Theexit to get into interestate45 northand leadingtowardTexasCity will beshut
like a cork in thebottle. In caseof anemergency,thissituationcan leadto realbadconsequences.The MF-I
noiselevel produceby somanytrucksconveying in this small section of theroad(about3 trucksper
minute)in front ofOmegaBayhomes&cing this particularroad,will be intolerable.If toxic materialis
transportedin thoselargecarriersandanaccidentoccurs,whichcouldeasilyhappenwith sucha heavy
traffic, we’ll haveacatastrophicsituationofgreatproportion..

Putall ofthis problems togetherthat can becausedby suchtraffic congestion,andall theresidentsof
OmegaBay andBayouVista will seetheirpropertyvaluedropconsiderably. ..j M F2

All this canbeavoidedif all thepartiesinvolved, includingtheArmy CorpsofEngineering,considers
theproposedsafernewaccessroad,which will bypassconcentrationofpeoplesuchastheresidents
of OmegaBayandBayouVista,Thisproposalhasbeendeniedby all responsiblepartiesandhad MF3
refi.ised to includedin thedraft for future consideration.It is imperativethattheArmy Corpsof Eng.
helpthepeopleofthesecommunitiesandadvisetheresponsiblepartiesto includein their plans,
theproposed,safer new accessroad.Yourhelpwill save futurelitigation.

Sincerely,

~*‘(22~ >~4~P
MarioFernandez /

BayouVita resident
135 Tarpon

~:TheHonorableCraigEiland
225FM 517West-Suite100
Dickinson,Tx 77539

::TheHonorableMike Jackson
1109 Fairmont
Pasadena,Tx 77504
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TJF — T.J. Folk letterPUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT TJ F-I: See response to VBV-1.

JANUARY 29, 2002
WORKSHOP 5:00 - 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM TJF-2: See response to comment FL1 -1.

COMMENT FORM

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

Comments:
~
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Mail your comments by FEBRUARY 18, 2002 to:

Sharon Manzella Tirpak Please Printm——--—- -— ‘

Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE Your Name /. -.1. /~/A~
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Address /‘~~
P.O. Box 1229 ~~/eO (it ~S7’~, ‘7~’1~
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229
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T&RG — Comment form from Theresa and Roger Garneau.PUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29,2002.
WORKSHOP 5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

2.~
T&RG-1: See responses to VBV-1, and SE-3.

T&RG-2: See response to FL1-7.

This form is providedfor your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

Comments: ~ ~j ~, ~

LD~I ~ ~LI?.~1L~l41,~4~

~ ~ Z);~’L/&L~9~2~~ ~-/ t~isiL4e~
t-i LLrJW),fi IiM’ (~.dx~IVttZi ~ 0 ~ ~

~ ~4
1

J~1~A~Jk~~2~-~j u~*t~‘~

~ ~ 2~weA t)i~ ~

Mall your comments by FEBRUARY 18, 2002 to:

Sharon Manzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Please Print~
Your Name ~
Address IlQ3~,~4~~

~ ~)~-

T&RG-1

III T&RG-2
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January28 2002 Form Letter 2 (FL2): Comment form from Roger Garneau, Teresa Garneau,

M. Jack, Jack C. Mills, Kathy L. Parks, Ken Parks, Lisa Spangler, Tom

USACE,GalvestonDistrict Spangler,KennyWathen, Janese Williams.
P.O. Box 1229

FL2-1: Comment Noted.
Galveston,Texas77553

FL2-2: See responses to FL1-5, VBV-4, and SC-2.
Attn. Ms. SharonTirpak

FL2-3: See response to FLI-7.
Subject:ShoalPointContainerTerminal

FL2-4: Comment noted. See response to FL1-.1.
Ms. Tirpak,

Myself aswell as most all my neighborsareEXTREEMLY
CONCERNEDregardingtheabovereferencedproject.

Our concernsarefor thesafetyandwell being ofall who live in,
andvisit the OMEGA BAY subdivision, andBayou Vista. Once
the traffic beginsto pile up at exit #7 of1-45, it will be too late.
We haveall seentheprojected number of truckswhich will enter FL2-1
and leavetheport on a daily basis, andhavebeeninformed that the
route proposed is almostright throughour neighborhood. In
meetings,TX DOT representativeshave calculatedthe impact on
traffic and human lives and thenumbers arenot acceptable.

In addition topersonal safety,thenoiseand airpollution will affect FL2-2
our quality oflife. This will in turn, affect thevalue ofour FL2 3
property. This too is unacceptable. -

We arenot opposódto the facility; wejustwant the trucksrouted a 1 FL2-4
different way. J

Pleaseconsiderthis our form ofcivil disobedience,andour

opposition totheproposedtruck route.

Regards, tic
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SH — Sue Hanks letterPUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29, 2002.
WORKSHOP 5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.
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Mall your comments by FEBRUARY 18,2002 to:

Sharon Manzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Please Print:
YourName_________________
Address ~ ,~N- 51

t.~L ~

9~2

Comments:

SH-1: See responses to VBV-1, FL1 -8, VBV.-4, and SC-2. Regarding the
flooding under the infrastructure and its general condition; the maintenance
and repair of the infrastructure is the responsibility of TxDOT. Based on
existing conditions, TxDOT is in the process of evaluating plans to improve
the intersection.

SH-2: See response to comment FL1 -1.

SH-3: Comment noted.

SH-1

SH-2

SH -3
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J&NH — Jose A. and Nasaria M. Hernandez letter9 No. Pelican St.
LaMarque,TX 77568-6533
January 19,2002

J&NH-1: See responses to SE-3, VBV-4, SC-2, and FL1-8.

Ms. Sharon Mangella Tripak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U. S. Army Corps ofEngineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, TX 77553-1229

Dear Ms. Tripak:

My concern about the Texas City Shoal Point development is the same as it was last year when I
wrote the Corps about the matter. The Texas City officials want to see the project done because it will benefit
Texas City and they care nothing about our small community ofOmega Bay in LaMarque. Ifyou drive south
on the 1-45 feeder road at Exit 7, you will come to a “Yield” sign at Hwy. 6. If a vehicle is not coming on
Hwy. 6 you will probably slow down a little and make your left turn and keep going to Loop 197. If there is
traffic coming on Hwy. 6, you will come to a complete stop. Sometimes traffic is light, other times it is
heavy. This stop oftrucks is what I am concerned about. It will cause the trucks to back up and block the
feeder entrance and exit to Omega Bay. This truck traffic is going to be harmfl.il to our health here in Omega
Bay, because ofnoise, air horns, and diesel smoke. If the truck line blocks the entrance to Omega Bay, which
I think they will, then this becomes deadly to us at Omega Bay, because in case ofan emergency, such as fire,
heart attacks and others, it is possible that emergency vehicles, such as ambulances, fire department and police,
may not be able to get to Omega Bay if they are coming from LaMarque via 1-45, exit 7, and the feeder road.

Knowing this could happen makes me upset, that Texas City politicians and planners would want to
do this to us, and don’t forget the Corps ofEngineers if they approve this project. The developers do not want
to come up with the hinds needed to build a new road to the Shoal Point. They want the Omega Bay residents
to pay, possibly with our lives.

CC: LaMarque City Council
Texas City City Council
Bayou Vista City Council
Omega Bay Improvement Committee

SinceTely,

&~ ~.
Nasaria M. Hemande

J&NH-1
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GH — Gerald E. Hite letter
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OH-I: See response to VBV-1.

GH-2: See responses to VBV-4 and SC-2.

GH-3: See response to VBV-1. The possibility of constructing an
intermodal facility in association with the proposed project was investigated
earlier in the permitting process. Preliminary results indicated that, based
on the number of containers that would require rail transportation, existing
rail facilities at Barbours Cut and in the Houston area are sufficient to
support the additional cargo anticipated to result from the proposed project
until need for another facility is justified by growth of the container terminal.
It has been determined that this would probably occur during Phase III of
the proposed project. Regarding use of an alternate route, see response to
FL1.1

I
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DH — Comment form from Don HollemanPUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE ,~,N29 2~

CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29, 2002~
WORKSHOP 5:00—6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

Comments
9 2~e.-~ 4fl~’ I

-~

Mall your comments by FEBRUARY 18, 2002 to:

Sharon Manzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Please Print:
Your Name a5-~--
Address ‘901’

~3V’7Y 7~75~’J

DH-I: See responses to FL1-1, FL1-7, and SE-3.

DH-I
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Sharon Manzella Tripak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
US Army Corpoa of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston. TX 77553-1229

Dear Ms. Manzella

As home owners in Bayou Vista we urge you to consider an alternate route for the trucks going to a from the Shoal Point 1
The present route can have a very negative impact on our health and safety and we implore your organization to consider

anoth alternative.

Joy Don Holleman
500 Pompano St.
Bayou Vista, TX 77563

J&DH — Joy and Don Holleman letter

J&DH-I: See response to FL1-1.
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JH — Comment form from Joy Holleman
PUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE
CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED

SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29, 2002
WORKSHOP 5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below.
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

JH-I

JH-I: See responses to FL1-5, VBV-4, FL1-8, and FL1-1.

Mall your comments by FEBRUARY 18, 2002 to:

Sharon Manzolla Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Please Print:
Your Name
Address ~~L~VO4’ Y1~7~Z~’?7~T?3
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AH — Al Horcica letter
February4, 2002

AH-I: Comment noted. Section 4.2.21.10 of the DEIS provides a
Ms. Sharon Manzella Tirpak discussion of potential effects of the proposed project on local tax
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE revenues.
U.S.Army Corps of Engineers

Galveston, Texas 77553-1229 AH-2: See responses to VBV-4, SC-2, FL1-6, EPA-41, and EPA-38.

Re: Shoal Point Container Terminal Truck Traffic AH-3: See response to FL1 -1.

Dear Ms. Tirpak,

I am a resident of Omega Bay and have concerns about the proposed Container Terminal.
More to the point, the amount of tractor-trailer traffic the terminal will create as proposed
by the Corps. I was in attendance of a meeting for the resisdents of Omega Bay and was
not at all pleased with the presentation of statistics projected by TX DOT and the Corps.
It was very apparent that neither has no idea of what we, the residents of Omega Bay,
will have to contend with if the routing of the trucks stands as proposed to us.
First let me state that I am in favor of growth and improving our collective communities. ....,

I welcome the added tax base the terminal will bring to the community, provided there is AH-I
one. I
The main objection that my neighbors and I have is the trucks that will pass and collect
on the 1-45 feeder due to their travel via Hwy. 146 to Texas City. As presented to us,
there will be approximately 10,585trucks thatwill travel into the site by the year 2025. AH-2
No doubt the noise, air, ground, and water pollution will take its toll on every living thing
in the area. An alternate route to the site has been brought up that would minimize this
but so far seems to fall on deaf ears. There is a flood control levee north of exit 7 that
would provide direct access to the port that would allow for greater expedition for trucks
inand out of the site. This would also minimize the impact on all of the communities AH3
that have concerns, but more importantly, the environment. Of course, that would mean a
road would have to be constructed, but the added cost could be and should be absorbed
by those who would use it.
I beseech youto please take into consideration not only our concerns and issues but also
those ofthe whole area that will be affected. Thank you in advance for your time and
consideration.

Very sincerely—~:iI)
A Horcica
14 South Skimmer
La Marque, Texas 77568-6544

Cc: Omega Bay Improvement Committee
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MH - Identical letters submitted by Mike and Mary Humphrey.
Sharon Manzella Tirpak
RegulatoryBranch,CESWG-PE-RE
U.S.AnnyCorpsof Engineers
P.O.Box 1229
Galveston,Texas, 77553-1229

Dear Ms. Tirpak,

As a resident ofBayou Vista, I am writing to express my deep concern regarding the
impact of the ShoalPoint Container Terminal on our community and near-by Omega
Bay.

The primary concern is traffic pile-upsat the #7 exit of 1-45, given theTX DOT projected
figures for thenumberof trucks which will enter and leavethe postround the clock. In
addition toahorrendous traffic jani, we are also concerned about noise and air pollution.
All ofthese factors will adverselyaffect ourquality of lifeand our property values,
therefore, the proposed truck routing is unacceptable!

Iftheexit #9 alternate route is developed, terminal traffic will not affect residential MH-4
neighborhoods. I firmly support this solution and sincerely hope that the Army Corp of
Engineers will make it a condition of its approval of the project.

Yours truly,

fr~ f4~A~W~~

Mary Humphrey

1083Redfish St.
Bayou Vista, TX.77563
January 31, 2002

MH-1: See responses to VBV-1 and FL1-8.

MH-2: See responses to VBV-4 and SC-2.

MH-3: See response to FL1-7.

MH-4: See response to FL1-1.

11

MH-1

M H-2

MH-3
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RWK — Russell W. Kiesling letter

SharonManzellaTirpak
RegulatoryBranch,CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army CorpsofEngineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston,TX 77553-1229

February8, 2002

19 N.White Heron
LaMarque, Texas 77568

RWK-1: Regarding traffic concerns, see response to comments VBV-1 and
FL1-8. Comment noted.

RWK-2: See response to FL1 -1.

RWK-3: Commentnoted.

RE: ShoalPointContainerTerminal
PublicNotice#21979

DearMs. Tirpak:

RWK-4: Comments noted.

I appreciatedtheopportunityto addressthe Corps regardingthe abovereferencedprojectduring thepublic hearing
held on January29, 2002. In this letter, I would like to briefly reiteratemy major reservationsconcerningthis
projectonbehalfofthe residentsthat I representin both OmegaBayandBayou Vista.

As youknow, residentsofOmegaBayandBayou Vistahavebeenextremelyconcernedabouttheincreasedtruck
traffic thatthis projectwill bringto ourcommunity. Weareconcernedthatourcommunitywill bearthebrunt ofthe
negativeimpactsassociatedwith theconstructionand operationofthecontainerterminal.

In anattemptto minimize theseimpacts,we, asa community,identified analternativetraffic route thatwould avoid
traffic impactsto all residentialareas.Weraisedawarenessof this opportunitywithin ourcommunityandgained
thesolid supportofnumerouslocal politicians.Thereis nowbroadconsensusthatthis alternatetruckroute should
beconstructed.

Currently,the projectsponsorsarerelyingsolely on theTexasDepartmentofTransportation(TxD0T) to supply
funding to constructthisalternateroute. I do not believethatthis will guaranteestatemoniesareavailablefor the
project. Giventheseverebudgetshortfall that theStateof Texasmustaddressin theupcominglegislativesession,I
believethatTxD0T mayhavedifficulty in securingadequateappropriationsfor project(especiallysinceit is not
currentlyan officially TxD0T-sponaoredproject).

Theonly way to insurethat theroad will bebuilt is to include it aspartofthepermittedproject. I requestthatthe
alternateroadwaybeincludedaspartoftheprojectfootprint in the permitapplicationand thatit beevaluatedin the
final EnvironmentaltmpactStatement.Further,to insure thatthe newroad will bebuilt, I think it is incumbentfor
theprojectsponsorsto commit adequatefiiridmgtowardsit completion(whetherthatincludestotalconstruction
costsor partialfundingto elevatetheproject onTxDoTs priority list). Finally,asa conditionin the404 permit, I
requestthattheroadbeconstructedpriorto PhaseI of theprojectsothatit canbe utilized by constructiontraffic as
well.

Thankyou for theopportunityto submitthesecomments.

incerel

RussellW. Kiesling
Vice-President,GalvestonMun al Utility District #12
Director,OmegaBayImprovementCommittee

cc: MUD #12
OBIC

RWK-3

RWK-4

RWK-1

RWK-2
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~Ah 29 Z(~ RWK-5: See responses to VBV-1, FL1 -8, VBV-4, SC-2, FL1 -6, and EPA-ShoalPointInternationalContainerTerminal
PublicHearingComments
January29, 2002

My nameis RussellKiesling. I amaVice-PresidentofGalvestonCountyMunicipalUtility
District #12 andserveon theBoardof Directorsof theOmegaBayImprovementCommittee.
Assuch,I representresidentsfrom OmegaBay(which is in theCityof LaMarque)andthe
VillageofBayouVista --manyof whom areheretonightto voice theirown concerns.CanI
havea showofhandsfrom everyonewho lives in OmegaBayandBayouVista?

Theresidentsof OmegaBayandBayouVistahavebeengreatlyconcernedaboutongoing
developmentactivitiesassociatedwith theTexasCity InternationalContainerTerminal. As
affectedcitizens,we haveattemptedto participatein theNEPAprocessassociatedwith this
project. Wehaveprovidedcommentsandsuggestionsduringthescopingprocessfor theEIS
andwe havehostedthreemeetingswithin ourcommunityto communicateour concerns.

As a community,ourmajorconcernwith theprojecthascenteredon traffic congestion.
Specifically,we feelthat OmegaBayandBayouVistawould sustainseverenegativeimpacts
dueto theincreasedtruck traffic anticipatedduringconstructionandoperationof theport. The
plannedincreasein truck traffic expectedto usetheInterstate45 Exit 7 would resultin
dangerouslevelsof traffic congestion,elevatednoiselevels,increasesin airpollution,andthe
transportof toxic materialsthroughour residentialcommunities.Webelievethat thesenegative
impactswill likely resultin diminishedpropertyvaluesfor local homeownersin thecommunities
ofBayouVistaand OmegaBay.

Throughoutthepublic involvementprocess,we haveadvocatedtheconstructionof aspecial
purposeaccessroadconnectingInterstate45 to thenew portterminal. We havesuggestedon
numerousoccasionsthat theprojectsponsorsinvestigateanalternativeroutethat would utilize
Exit 9 andrun roughlyparalleltheflood control levee, This routewould not impactasingle
residenceandwouldmakecurrentlyundevelopedlandaccessiblefor futuredevelopment.To
date,this alternativeroutehasnot beenseriouslyinvestigatedby theprojectsponsors.Instead,
theDraftBIS reliessolelyon TxDOT-fundedre-constructionoftheTexasCity Wye asthe
solution to thetraffic congestioncreatedby theterminal.

Thoseof us who live in OmegaandBayouVista do not view re-constructionof theTexasCity
Wye asthesolution. In fact,we believeit representsaseriousproblemin andof itself. Thus far,
residentsof OmegaBayandBayouVistahavenot beeninvolved in anystakeholdermeetings
with TxDOT regardingreconstructionof theWye andhow thatwould negativelyimpactour
communities,Our viewshavenot beenheardnorconsidered.The few residentswho even
know that TxDOT is consideringbuilding a major“Beltway 8-style” intersectionaboveour
communitieslearnedaboutthoseridiculousplansfromthis Draft EIS. This is simplynot an
acceptablesolutionnow or in thefuture.

In regardsto thenew accessroad that wehaveproposedattheuninhabitedExit 9, we applaud ~
therecenteffortsby our local electedofficials (JudgeYarbrough,MayorsGarza,Rygaard,and RWK-8

41.

RWK-6: See response to FL1-7.

RWK-7: See response to FL1-1 regarding alternative route. Other
comments noted. Any plans TxDOT may have to improve the Texas City
Wye are independent of the proposed project and are not included in this
permitting process.

RWK-8: Comment noted.

RWK-5

RWK-6

RWK-7
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Mims, CouncilmanOsteen,AldermenJacksonandLeago,andothers). Webelieve that the RWK-9: Seeresponseto FL1 -1.
consensustheyhavereachedregardingthisnewaccessroadwill benefitall theaffected
communitieswith theaddedbenefitofincreasingtheefficiencyof terminaloperations.For al~j
thoseinvolved, theaccessroad representsa win/win solutionto thetraffic congestionissue

Havingsaidthat, I think itsa greatstart that ourelectedofficials will passresolutionsandwrite
lettersin anattemptto securepublic moneyto build this newroad. Weremainguardedly
optimisticthat theywill succeed.However,weseekspecificassurancesthat this deal will come
to fruition. Specifically,we seekassurancethat:

• A specialaccessroadwill beconstructedutilizing Exit 9 androughlyparallelingtheflood
controllevee. This wouldconnectIH-45 to theTerminal.

• This roadmusthavethecapacityto handleall anticipatedtruck traffic at ultimatebuild-out
of theport facility.

• Financialassurancethat theroadwill beconstructedandmaintainedmustbedemonstrated
(eitherwith securedTxDOT fundingorthroughcontributionsfrom thefinancialbackersof RWK9
thePort,andlorlocalpartners).

• In addition,aspartofa singleanddiscreteproject,the accessroadmustbe includedin the
permitapplicationanddepictedaspartof theproject footprint in theEnvironmentalImpact
Statement.

• Finally, theroadshouldbeconstructedprior to Phase1 oftheproject. Ideally, it shouldbe
thefirst thing built so that constructiontraffic canutilize it aswell.

Onbehalfof theresidentsofOmegaBayandBayouVista, I thankyou for yourconsiderationof
our concerns.
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JK — Jim Kirkendall letter
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JK-1: Comment noted.

JK-2: Comment noted.

JK-3: Comment noted.

JK-4: The quality of the recreational and commercial fisheries would only
be temporarily reduced during dredging operations. This is not a
permanent condition; the quality of fishing in the area would steadily
improve after dredging is completed. The additional habitat created by the
Beneficial Use sites would enhance fisheries in nearby areas. See
response to GBF1-14.

The closest live oyster reefs are well south of the project location.
Beneficial Use sites were selected to avoid areas of known or potential
oyster reefs. Also see response to comment 5G12-3 regarding oyster reefs
in the vicinity of the project.

JK-1

J K-2

JK-3

1
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JK-5: The island referred to does not appear on the permit application
drawings in Appendix A of Volume II of the DEIS. This was an oversight.
However, the island appears on several other figures, including 2.4.3-1,
3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.7.2-1, 3.9.2-1, 3.18.2-2, 3.18.2.8, 4.2.2-1, 4.2.2-2, and
4.2.18-1 and is referred to as Pelican Spit in the text.

Bird populations that occurwithin the Shoal Point project area and potential
impacts to them are discussed in Section 4.2.14 of the DEIS.

JK-6: No permits have been issued by the USACE for the proposed
project. The EIS process must be completed before the USACE makes a
decision regarding issuance or denial of the permit.

J K-5

JK-6
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BEL — Bryce E. Langley letter

USACE, GalvestonDistrict
P.O.Box 1229
Gaiveston,Texas77553

Subject: SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL

Ms. Tirpak,

My neighborsandI aregravelyconcernedover the ShoalPointContainer
Terminalproject. We areconcernedfor thesafetyandwell beingof theresidentsand
guestswhovisit OmegaBay andBayouVista. We havebeeninformedthattheproposed
routewill bethroughthe heartof ourneighborhood.Basedon TXDOT projections,the
traffic andpollution will mostcertainlydegradeourquality of life andthevalueof our
property.

We arenot opposedto thefacility; wejust wantthetrucksrerouted. Please
considerthis ourform of protestandoppositionto theproposedtruck route.

BEL-1: Currently, it is expected that trucks returning to the proposed
container terminal facility on southbound 1H45 would exit at Exit 7, travel
south along the two-lane lH 45 frontage road, and turn east under IH 45 at
the intersection of lH 45 and SH 6. Section 4.2.2.9, Traffic Safety, has been
revised to include truck-related accident data and projections of total
accidents and fatal truck-related accidents in the Build and No-Build
scenarios. Also see responses to comments VBV-1, FL1-6, FL-7, and
EPA-41.

Bryce E~Langley
1069 Redfish St

Bayou Vista TX 77563

BEL-1

(if~espectful

\
Bryce’B. Langley
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January29, 2002 SJM — S.J. “Sonny” Manual letter

DISCUSSIONON SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL

Let mesaythis, I supportthe ShoalPoint ContainerTerminal,howeverI do
notbelievethat onecity shouldcause problems for it’s surrounding
neighbors.TexasCity Mayor CarlosGarza in a local newspaper,Friday,
January25, 2002statedthat theconcernsraisedby OmegaBay andBayou
Vista residenceaboutincreasedtraffic from theproposedShoalPoint
ContainerTerminalshallbe addressed.What comeswith the traffic also
causespollution andmorenoise. OmegaBay andBayouVista residence
havealwayshad thetraffic on its feederroadtoHoustonandTexasCity.
Thesetrucksusingthe aboveroutewould not only createmoretraffic it could
alsocausedamageto the overpassesthattheytravelunderon145. Ifjust
onetruck shouldbe carryinga loadto tall to go undertheoverpassesit
would causea lot of damage.OmegaBay andBayouVista residenceshave
alwayshadto endurefloodedroadsgoingto HoustonandTexasCity because
of the low areathey haveto travel. I believeI haveananswerto their
concerns,an overpasscould bebuilt overthe northboundtraffic travelingto
HoustonandLa Marqueas analternateroutefor thetrucks travelingdown
145, just like the overpassthat travelsoff of Hwy 3 andHwy 146 going north
towardsTexasCity. This overpasscouldcrossoverata 45-degreeangle
acrossthe old Sunflowertrailerparkandthe endof the Motco land fill and
comeouton Hwy 146 andLoop 197. Thiswould divert thetraffic from the
OmegaBay exit. This sameoverpasscould bebuilt wide enoughto also
handlethenorthboundtraffic out of TexasCity andthe Southendof La
Marqueandonto Houston. Thispropertycouldbe purchased by the state
andif thepriceof the landis not reasonable,thestatecouldbuy it underthe
EmmettDomainClause,thatgivesthepersonthatownsthepropertythe fair
marketvaluefor their land. While I wason theLa MarqueCity Council it
was brought to ourattentionthat therewasgoingto bea Truck Stopin La
Marque, between 145 andHwy 519 to servicethesetrucks,andwould supply
partsfor them if any repairs is needed. This roadwasto crosstheendof the
golf courseandexit on Hwy 519by theVFW Hall. LaMarquedoesnot need
theadditionaltraffic or pollution;wehaveenoughproblemswith theeighteen
wheelersthatwenow havedrivingthroughthe city. If TexasCity is to gain
from this revenuethey shouldbearresponsibilityfor theup keepofthe roads
andtraffic jams. OmegaBay is partof La Marque,they areconsidered a
smallbedroomcommunity, like therestof La Marque,lets keepit thatway.

SJM-1 and SJM-4: See responses to VBV-4 and SC-2.

SJM-2: Truck traffic routed to and from the terminal would be subject to
rules and regulations that limit container sizes, as appropriate. It is highly
unlikely that damage would be done to an overpass from an over-sized
container. In regards to traffic safety, Section 4.2.2.9, Traffic Safety, has
been revised to include truck-related accident data and projections of total
accidents and fatal truck-related accidents in the Build and No-Build
scenarios.

SJM-3: Comments noted. Improvements and realignments of public
roadways are the responsibility of TxDOT. Road improvements and truck
servicing facilities are not a part of this project and are not included in the
permitting process.

SJM-4: Comments noted. TxDOT is responsible for road maintenance and
traffic issues on state highways in the project area.

Ii

SJ M -2

SJM-3

SJ M-4
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SJM-5: Comment noted.A truckstop like I mentionedis now in aperfectlocation onthe Southendof
Hwy 146. Let theCity ofTexasCity buy theold CentralFreightLine
propertyandservicethetrucksthere. TheLa MarqueCity Council needsto
look aheadfor thisproblemin thenearfuture;the citizensdo not needor
wanttheadditionalproblemswith thetrucks. Therewill bebetween2,000
and2,300trucksa day travelingto TexasCity terminalsandbackwith in a
twelvehourperiodor anaverageof 191 trucksanhourbetweenthehoursof
7:00a.m. to 7:00p.m. sevendaysa week. This wouldnotonly hurtLa
Marque,OmegaBay andBayouVista, thetraffic jamswill kill Galveston’s
tourist businessespeciallyDickensonthe Strand,Marti Gras,Springbreak,
KAPPA andanyotherfunctionthat Galvestonmayhave. How would the
citizensofTexasCity like to havethesetrucksexit Hwy 145 onto Emmett
Lowery Expresswayandtravel throughtheir city to the ShoalPointTerminal?

Thank Yo

S.J.“Sonny” Manuel

I SJM-5 SJM-6: Comment noted. As described in Section 4.2.2.2 (Intersection
Analysis), modeling indicates that, for the first phase of the project (year
2005), the LOS (level of service) under Build conditions would drop from B
to C relative to No-Build conditions at two intersections, the SH 3 at Loop
197 intersection and the SH 146 and El Mar intersection. For Phase II of
the project (201 5), the LOS is expected to be affected at one additional

SJM-6 intersection, FM 519 at SH 146. For Phase III of the project (2025) the LOS
is expected to be impacted by the project at one more intersection, the SH
146 at FM 1765 (Table 4.2.2-3). In Section 4.2.2.3 (Main Corridor
Analysis), modeling suggests that the change in the LOS is not projected to
differ from that of the No-Build conditions in 2015 and very little change is
expected for 2025 (Table 4.2.2-4). Traffic generated by the normal growth
of the region is the primary cause of overall reductions in LOS.

440622/020135 J-138



Tirpak. Sharon SWG LM — Lalise Mason letter

Sharon Tirpak
RegulatoryBranchCESWG-PE-RE
US Army Corps of Engineers
Galveston District
P0 Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Re: Proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal on Galveston Bay

Dear Ms. Tirpak:

I serveon the Executive Board of SCENIC GALVESTON, Inc. and on the
Executive Committee of the Galveston Bay Foundation. I’m also
President of the Board of the Gulf Coast Bird Observatory. Sinceat
leasttwo of thosethree organizations arealready writing you formally.
I write you today as an individual.

I share the concerns that both GBF and other organizations will be
expressing to you, about deficiencies in the DEIS for the Shoal Point
terminal project. I won’t herein reiterate arguments --traffic and air
quality, nonpoint sourcerunoff, etc.—that I know otherswill be
posing. However, to summarize what I am hearing in the many meetings I
have attended about container terminals in general and Shoal Point
specifically: in the opinion of all area conservation organizations,
neither the DEIS for Shoal Point not that for Bayport go nearly far
enough in anaylzingwhat realtywill happen to Galveston Bay, in the
long term, as thesebig terminals are inserted in this repklly
urbanizing, already-stressedportion of the Bay. There has neverbeen a
true regional ‘sustainable port’ alternativesanalysis, nor a3-D
hydrodynamic model of cumulative impacts, to inform public responseto
these big projects. NONE of these projectsshould receivepermits until
such studies are done. Your current DEIS / EIS procedure simply isn’t
adequateto the task, particularly in light of the fact that there’s not
one, but TWO or more competing port proposals in the works. The thought
that both might receivepermits is Indeed frightening.

As Restoration Chairman for SCENIC GALVESTON, my concerns about the DEIS
fall into the following specific categories:

First: I restore wetlandsfor our organization. Wetlands construction
is a tough business.-we arein the Infancy of what we understand about
constructing successful--sustainable-- new habitat. An alarming volume
of dredge spoil will be generated,not by this project per Se,butby
the the incremental displacement of already-contracted dredge material
awayfrom Shoal Point and into openBay water impoundments. The fact
that private developers,with little public accountability, are at the
helm of this very long-term ‘beneficial use’ project, isworrisome.
None of this is addressedwell enough in the DEIS.

Second: The Swan Lake restoration (mitigation) portion of the project
is fine asfar as it goes,but apparently the Natural Resources Defense
Council agencyTrustees already intend a full restoration of Swan Lake
as part of another larger penaltyassessmentproject. This, to me,
undermines the value of the Swan Lake work that will be required for

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lalise Whorton Mason Palise@earthlink.net)
Monday, February 18, 2002 4:19 PM
Sharon Tirpak - USACE
SHOAL POINT DEIS COMMENT

LM-1: In response to public comment, additional studies have been
conducted on potential impacts to Galveston Bay from the proposed
project. The results are presented in Section 4.2.10.6 of the FEIS.

LM-2: All BUS activities will be reviewed and overseen by the USACE.
Also see response to FWS1-3 and 1-4.

LM-3: The Swan Lake restoration! mitigation project is one of seven
planned Beneficial Use sites. The estimated total acreage of the Swan
Lake site, including the 45-acre mitigation area, is 363 acres. As noted by
the TNRCC on page 2 of their comment letter dated February 28, 2002,
State and Federal Natural Resource Trustees (Trustees) are, in fact,
involved in a restoration program for a portion of Swan Lake. The Trustees’
marsh restoration project is planned for approximately 95 acres in Swan
Lake, separate from the 45-acre mitigation area for this project. Under the
current proposed plan, this project would provide the material needed for
the Trustees’ restoration program. In addition, the proposed project would
provide sufficient material (in Phase II) to complete the restoration of Swan
Lake, which would not occur under the Trustees’ restoration program. The
TNRCC has recognized that new work dredged material has been
dedicated to the Trustees’ restoration effort during Phase I of the proposed
project. As stated in the above-referenced letter, “The agreement to
provide Phase I material for the Trustees’ marsh restoration project
represents the culmination of extensive discussions between the agencies,
the applicant, and TCIT representatives.”

LM-1

LM-2

1
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Shoal Point mitigation. Again, this seems to be a byproductof the
piecemeal approach created by the Corp’s current DEIS system. A
regional approach to both negative impacts and to mitigation is needed LM “4
badly.

Third: I am concerned about the erosional impacts of increased shipping
in theTexas City channel and theeffects of increased salinity in the
immediate area of Virginia Point if the TC channel is dredged deeper.
The east shoreline of Virginia Point is experiencing significant erosion
problems already. 50+ feet of shoreline have been lost in the past
century. Oysters are yet hanging on off that shoreline, and significant
numbers of shorebirds are utlizing theoyster reefs as a food source.
If erosion continues, and/or salinity increases, what is the fate of
this important habitat resource in Galveston Bay? In addition, in my
personal experience, the deeper water immediately off Virginia Point is
a haven for wintering dMng birds, including Priority and High Priority
ducks. How much shipping traffic is too much for these fragile species,
especially --again-- if we are looking at not one, but two, or even
three container terminals in the Bay? The DEIS simply isn’t sufficient.

Please amplify the DEIS. Please dovetail it explicitly with other port 7
proposals. The public will support a cautious Corps approach to issuing LM-7
these big permits. The longterm health of our Bay is at stake, and many
eyes are watching these projects.

Thanks, Sharon and Corps reviewers.

Sincerely,

LM-4: See response to SC-4.

LM-5: In response to public comment, additional studies were conducted
regarding potential impacts to salinities in Galveston Bay. The results are
presented in Section 4.2.10.6 of the FEIS. Also refer to response to
comment GBF1-5.

LM-6: Bird populations that occur within the Shoal Point project area and
potential impacts to them are discussed in Section 4.2.14 of the DEIS.

LM5 Comment noted.

LM-7: Comments noted.

Lalise Mason
201 Macarthur Street
Houston, Texas 77030
713-664-1870

LM-6
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January28, 2002 F&JM — Frank and Jerre Massa letter

SharonTirpak F&JM-1: See response to FL1 -1.
RegulatoryBranchCESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers F&JM-2: See responses to FL1-7, SC-2, and VBV-4.
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston,TX 77553-1229 F&JM-3: Comment noted.

DearMs. Tirpak:

Weareaskingthat you do all possibleto changethe routeof thethousandsof trucksthati
will begoingandcomingfrom ShoalPointTerminalfrom its currentlyplannedrouteof F&JM-1
exiting from 145 Southon exit #7 toexit #9.We areresidentsof BayouVistaandthe
environmental,noiseandeconomicimpactwill bedevastatingto this area.

Ourhomescannotretaintheirvalue,theairwill befoul andnoisewill beintolerableto F&JM-2
us.Themajorityofour residentsareolder, retiredpersonsona fixed incomeandthe
lowervaluesof ourhomeswill beimpossibletoregain inour lifetime.

Again,we askthatyou do whateveryou canto helpyourneighboringcommunitiesWe 7 F&J M -3
understandthat exit #9 isannon-residentialareaandwould notbeadverselyaffectedby
this change.Pleasegive usyour support.

~

Frankand JerreMassa
86 Tarpon
BayouVista,TX 77563
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January28, 2002 SM — Sandy McCall letter

SharonManzellaTirpak
RegulatoryBranch,CESWG-PR-RE
P0Box 1229
GalvestonTX 77553-1229

Subject: ShoalPoint ContainerTerminalTruckTraffic Impact
On OmegaBay/BayouVista Community

DearSharon,

SM-I: See responses to VBV-4 and SC-2.

SM-2: See responses to FL1-8 and SE-3.

Theproposedprojectwill haveatremendouseffecton theOmegaBay/BayouVista
Community. My homeis in theOmegaBaysulxlivision. I am onNorthRedwing,which
meansmy homeis locatedapproximately150-200feet from 1-45’ssouthboundservice
road. I work out of my residence as a Liability ClaimsMjuster. A certainamountof
roadnoise and vibration is a partof living so close to the highway. I acceptthefact that
eachmorningastraffic rolls downthe freewayat 70 plus milesperhour,trucktraffic
movingdownthefreewaywill bounce. Amazingly enough,thatbouncecausesmyhome
tovibrate. Thelargestimpact istypically between7am-Sam.After thattime, traffic
slowsdownconsiderably.

Now, whatdoyou think is going to happenwhenmorethan2200trucksperdaystart
rolling downthe serviceroad? All of thesetrucksmustyield to oncomingtraffic onHwy
6 goingunderneath145to continueeithernorthon 146 orNorthon1-45’snorthbound
serviceroad. Theymustslow down. Doing sowill requirebrakingandshiftingwith
resulting air pollution. I will hear,smellandfeelthattraffic all day long. My neighbors
who live adjacentto theserviceroadon OmegaDrive, will feelandhearthosetrucks
evenmoresothanI.

What’sgoing to happenwhenI needto exit my community? Will the trucksyield? I
doubtit. Theywill be ina hurry tomeeta deadline.Theywill roll throughtheyield sign
andaccidentswill occurin part becausethereis so little distancefor thosetravelingon
Hwy6to passtheyield signand mergeto the left laneto makea rathersharpturnto head
Northon 145’sserviceroad.

SM-I

SM-2
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What’sevenmoredisturbingisthat 2200trucksisjustthebeginning. Our information
showsthat by theyear2015,Shoalpoint will blossomto 3723 trucksperday. Now, for
2234 trucksto gothoughthatintersectionin anormal8 hour day, theywill averageone
truck in just underl3minutes. For3723 trucksthat time framereducestoonetruck in
just under8 minutes. Will thesetrucksbe runningmorethanan8 hourday? Whatare
thehoursofoperation?Will theyberunningwhenwearesleeping?Whattypeofcargo
will thesetruckscarry? Aretheycarryinghazardousmaterialsthat will placemy
householdin jeopardy?Whatwill happento my propertyvalue? Newhomebuyers
attemptingto enterthecommunitywill readilyseethedifficulty. I just built this home
and moved inon October23w. I amalreadyconsideringmovingdueto theShoalPoint
project.

Pleaseconsideranalternativeroute. I understandthat analternativehasbeenproposed
and so far is notbeingrecognized. A newroadthat directly links theporttn 145would
totallyavoidanyresidentialareasandultimately save moneyby reducingwearandtear
ontrucks,reducepollutants,etc.

Sincerely,

Sandy
3 N. Redwing
L.aMarqueTX 77568

SM-3: The normal hours of operation of the gate at the proposed terminal
would be 7 am. — 7 p.m. Monday through Friday.

SM -3
SM-4: A listing of typical cargo carried in containers has been added to
Section 1.1. Also see response to FL1-6.

SM4 SM-5: See response to FL1-7.

SM-5 SM-6: See response to FL1-1.

SM-6
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January28, 2002 BM1 — Bill Minton letter

District Engineer,GalvestonDistrict
U. S. Army Corpsof Engineers BMI-I: Commentnoted. Seeresponsesto VBV-4, VBV-1, FL1-5, SC-2,
Attn: CESWG-PE-R FLI-7, and FL1-8.
P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston,Texas77553-1229 BMI -2: Seeresponseto FL1 -1.

Gentlemen:

As residentsof OmegaBay,we stronglyopposethe proposeddevelopmentof the
containerterminalfacilities at TexasCity. TheDraft EnvironmentalImpactStatement
concludedthatthis projectascurrentlydesignedwill resultin “irreversiblenegative
impactstothecommunitiesofBayouVistaandOmegaBay”.

Thecontainerterminalwill bring thousandsof truckseachdaythroughthe 1-45/Highway
6 interchange.Herearethenumberspresentedin the ArmyCorpsof EngineersDraft
EnvironmentalImpactStatement.

Year Trucksper Day
2005 2,234
2015 3,723
2025 10,350

Thevastmajorityof thesetruckswill beusing1-45’sExit 7 andtravelingthefeederroad
directlyadjacentto OmegaBay. TheCorpsown documentsaystruckswill stackupat
the intersectionfor 600— 1000 feet!

ThisprojectdoesnotbenefitOmegaBay orBayouVista inanyway. All we get is the7 BM 1-1
noise,congestion,danger,pollution, inconvenienceandreducedpropertyvaluesthat
accompanythese

Alternateroutestothisproposedterminalare available.A newspecialaccessroad 7
nmningroughly adjacenttotheexistingflood control leveenorth of OmegaBay would BM 1-2
routetraffic north of OmegaBayandBayouVista. It would link theterminaldirectly to
1-45 with afly-over toreducecongestion,noiseandpollution aroundOmegaBay and J
BayouVista.

TheDEIS hasrecognizedthatthe impacton ourcommunitywill beprofoundand
irreversible. Moreover,it doesnothaveto bethatway. Thereare othersolutions.The
problemis that thedevelopersofthis projectwantustopaythepricefor theireconomic

/
Bill Minton ~
25 N. SandPiper
LaMarque,Texas77568
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January28, 2002 BM2 — Bill Minton letter

District Engineer,GalvestonDistrict
U. S. ArmyCorps of Engineers
Attn: CESWG-PE-R
P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston,Texas77553-1229

BM2-1: The noise of equipment and increased human activity may disturb
some local wildlife; however, it is unlikely that any potential effects to
wildlife caused by noise from increased truck traffic would be over and
above existing conditions.

Gentlemen:

As residentsof OmegaBay, we strongly opposetheproposeddevelopmentof the
container terminalfacilities at TexasCity. The traffic flow to andfrom this facility will
have an extremelyadverseimpact onourcommunity,whileoffering no benefit
whatsoeverto OmegaBay. The Draft Environmental Impact Statementconcluded that
thisproject ascurrently designedwill resultin “irreversible negativeimpactsto the
communitiesof BayouVistaandOmegaBay”.

Wet lands arebeing reestablishedonthe Westsideof OmegaBay, just feetawayfrom 7
exit 7wherethesetrucks will exit. The constantnoiseand pollution will causedamageto BM2-1
there-growthof thewet land grassesanddrive awaymanyof the birdsthat usethese
marshes.

Alternate routs to the proposedterminal are available to minimize the environmental 7
damageto thesesensitivewet-lands. A new special accessroad running roughly adjacent BM2-2
to the existingflood control leveenorth of OmegaBay would by-passthesewet-lands. It
would link theterminaldirectly to 1-45with afly-over to reducecongestion,noiseand
pollution aroundOmegaBay and BayouVista.

The airpollution from thesetrucksaddedto the alreadyhigh levelsfrom TexasCity
industries will causemore health problemsamong ourresidents. Thesepeopleare
generallyof aretirement ageandhigh levelsofNOX, SOX, CO, unburnedhydrocarbons BM2-3
andparticulate matterare an addedrisk factor. Already we get arapid buildup of sooton
ourhouse from the freeway andTexasCity plants. This has to be washedoffseveral
times ayear.

We object in the strongestpossibletermsto the plan for traffic accessto this terminal.
The EIS hasrecognizedthatthe impacton ourcommunitywill be profound and
irreversible. Moreover, it doesnot haveto be that way. There are other solutions. The
problem is thatthedevelopersof thisproject wantusto pay theprice for their economic
success.

~
BillMinton

25N.Sand Piper
LaMarque, Texas77568

BM2-2: See response to FL1 -1. Changing the exit would not remove
existing impacts to the adjacent wetland areas, which are currently adjacent
to IH 45 and its frontage roads and receive the stormwater runoff from
these roads. It seems unlikely that any increase in potential impacts to the
wetland vegetation caused by runoff associated with increased road and air
pollutants from additional truck traffic would be measurable (over and
above impacts from current highway and road traffic).

BM2-3: As discussed in Section 4.2.19 of the DEIS, the predominant
impacts on traffic loads on lH 45 would be caused by regional growth, with
some additional impact, primarily in the form of truck traffic, from the
proposed project. As was mentioned in this letter, there is an already
existing level of air emissions resulting from existing industrial and non-
industrial sources located in the area. It would not be appropriate to
attribute the regional air pollution problems solely to the Shoal Point project
since they are reflective of long term cumulative growth. Also see
responses to SC-2, SGI1-5 and EPA-6.
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DM — Dianne Minton letterPUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29, 2002
WORKSHOP 5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

Comments:

MaIl your comments by FEBRUARY 18,2002 to:

‘7

Sharon Manzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Please Print~-..
YourName ~/~~fle
Address ~

I

7~L-~
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DM-1 and DM-3: See responses to SE-3 and FL1-8.After attendingtheJanuary29, 2002 meeting,I cameaway
wondering:

Why wasn’t the EnvironmentalImpactStatementReport
sufficient to halt the permittingprocess. The report clearly
statesthat usingExit 7 would havedevastatingconsequences
for the OmegaBay andBayouVista residents.Destroyingany
safemeansof enteringor exiting 145 or Highway6 from our
subdivisions. At this point, Exit 7 will receive80% the 145
trucksheadedto the terminal andHighway 6 will beblocked
by thebackupof trucksthat will be continuouslyexiting 145.

We aretold that the traffic will only affect us betweenthe
hoursof 7 AM and7 PM; but the reality of the shipping
businessis that if aship is in port, it mustbe
unloaded/loadedarid out of port as soonaspossible. Trucks
will be formingaline by 3 A.M. to get adecententry slot for
the 7 A.M. port opening. We haveaskseveralpeoplewho own
or managecontainerrelatedcompaniesandeachonehave
told usto expectthesetrucks to beon the roads24/7 and365
daysayear. The operatingcostof theshipsis soveryhigh
that no onecan afford to let them sit idly at adockwaiting for
Saturdayor Sundayto passor oneof our manyholidaysto be
observed. Anyonewho did believethis would happenmust
not be in touchwith the reality of the shippingbusiness.

While we arenot againstthe terminal, we do strongly
objectto the dangersof havingthesetrucksuseour pitiful
little two-laneasphaltExit 7 for their majorrouteto Shoal
Point Terminal. Frankly,our residentsaremostly retirement
ages,our driving skills and reflexesmaynot be up to fighting
our way throughthesenoneyielding 18 wheelerswho will
dominateour roads.

DM-2: The proposed terminal would be operated on a scheduled basis.
Ships would be scheduled into the terminal and upon arrival of a ship, its
containers would be off-loaded to the terminal yard, not directly onto trucks.
Container pick-up and delivery from the yard by trucks would also be
scheduled, providing for a steady flow of trucks through the terminal

DM-1 throughout the day during normal operating hours (Monday — Friday, 7 am.
to 7 p.m.).

DM-2

DM-3
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Our propertyvalueswill be destroyed. Our wonderful 1
wildlife, which isjust now beginningto return to our lake, will DM-4
beendangered.The noiseandpollution addedto what we
daily receivefrom theTexasCity refinerieswill be
overwhelming.

Our request:Pleasedo not grantthe permit to build until
adifferentexit hasbeenapprovedby TX Dot or whomeverhas
theauthority to makethis change. Exit 9 is thebestanswer,
atthis time, to resolvethis problem. While taking the traffic
off our roads,this will alsoopenup new opportunitiesfor
commercialdevelopment.

~

DianneMinton
25 N. Sandpiper
La Marque,TX 77568

409-938-7553

DM-5

DM-4: See responses to FL1-7, VBV-4, and SC-2.

DM-5: Comment noted. See response to FL1-1.
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TM — Comment form from Theresa MoellerPUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29, 2002
WORKSHOP 5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary, The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

Coj~ments: . ~u~ 1
~ ~

•~?‘~-~~ /JJJ~ .~ 4
~d ~ ~ ~~L4~%±;.

~ 4
i~’ ~/~2Q~~& ~ £

21. ~‘

/__~)

(~L~7 /c~ ~/ ~ p

2A~~~

o7~t.

~J) ~iL/a,~~± ~ ~

~/,A

JA~4~ /~ ~

TM-I: See responses to FL1-5, FL1-7, VBV-4, SC-2, FL1-8, and FL1-5.

Section 4.2.2.7 of the EIS addresses hurricane evacuation issues.

TM-2: Comment noted.

TM-3: Texas City would not be the only entity affected by the proposed
project. As discussed in sections 4.2.20 and 4.2.21 of the DEIS,
operations-related activities from the proposed container terminal are
expected to affect government revenue at local, regional, and national
levels.

TM-i

TM-2

TM-3

MaIl your comments by FEBRUARY 18,2002 to:

Sharon Manzella Tirpak ~ ~
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE Your N e_________________________
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Address IQ~1Ar/SN Pos.2
P.O. Box 1229 8/?
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229 / ~7?5L3
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KLP — Comment form from Kathy L. Parks
PUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE JAN 29 2002
CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED

SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29, 2002
WORKSHOP 5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

KLP-I — KLP-3: Comments noted. See responses to FL1-1 and FL1-5.

Comments:
1

2~ /92s ,Q4~Oui’~-I~ ~&a 1.dz~f

~ ~

~ ~~ZE0~ I
~ ,~

—~/ __i~ ~ ~‘a/ ‘t~7 ~ ~

_‘e’ ~4~LJ

J——.—-~_—-~— —.—~. —.

Please Print:
Your Name
Address 2’

~ 77~~ ‘7~’77ft,~ I

KLP-I

KLP-2

KLP-3

Mail your comments by FEBRUARY 18, 2002 to:

Sharon Manzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229
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C&LP — Comment form from CW and Louise PattersonPUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29, 2002
WORKSHOP 5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

Comments:

/Y~J~L
2.~/

~ ~ } ~L~/ ~1’~-7L~12fl/4,

~ ~vtjJ ~ L~4LJ~ ~ ~
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4~zv~O~ z~~%&
~~ttab~ L2~42~ ~ ~ ~, ~w

~d~cr~ d~I~4 ~
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‘

C&LP-i

j

C&LP-2

C&LP-3

C&LP-4

C&LP-i: See responses to VBV-1, FL1 -8, SC-2, and VBV-4.

C&LP-2: See responses to FL1-5 and FL1-6.

C&LP-3: See response to FL1-7.

C&LP-4: Comment noted.

Mail your comments by FEBRUARY 18, 2002 to:

Sharon Manzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Please Print’
Your Name ~I ~ P
Address /
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February4, 2002 PP — Patty Peacock letter

SharonManzellaTirpak
RegulatoryBranch,CESWG-PE-RE
U.S.Army Corpsof Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston,TX 77553-1229

I amwriting to youaboutthe ShoalPoint project. Pleasedon’t let thisproject
destroyourcommunity. I live in BayouVista. My concernis not only for my
area,but forall thesurroundingareas.It wouldhaveanadverseimpacton all PP-i
communitesaround1-45 witheverythingfromnoiseandpollution to dangerous
traflic situations. You mustknowthe citizensdo not wantthisprojectasit will
ruin“home” asweknow it now.

Thankyou,

PP-i: Comments noted. See responses to VBV-4, SC-2, and FL1-5.

PattyPeacock
952 Bonita
BayouVista, TX 77563
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PUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29, 2002
WORKSHOP 5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

~N 292002 W&DP1 — Comment form from Wesley and Delores Perren

W&DP1-i: Section 4.2.2.9, Traffic Safety, has been revised to include
truck-related accident data and projections of total accidents and fatal truck-
related accidents in the Build and No-Build scenarios.

W&DPI-2: Comment noted.
This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

Comments:

Mall your comments by FEBRUARY 18, 2002 to:

Sharon Manzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Please Print:
Your Name_
Address —

W&DPI -i

W&DPI-2
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February3,2002 W&DP2 — Wesley and Delores Perren letter

W&DP2-i: See response to FL1 -1.
SharonTirpak
RegulatoryBranch,CESWG-PE-RE W&DP2-2: In response to comments receivedconcerning traffic
U.S. Army Corpsof Engmeers congestion, additional weaving analyses wereconductedfor SH 3/SH 146

Galveston,Texas77553-1229 between Loop 197 and IH 45. The results of that analysis are presented inthe FEIS in Section 4.2.2.6.

DearMS.Tirpak:

As residentsof BayouVistawe areaskingthat you do everythingpossibleto changethe
routeofthethousandsof trucksthatwill becomingandgoingfrom ShoalPoint Terminal
fromits currentlyplannedrouteof exiting from 145 Southontoexit #7 to exitft9. The
environmental,noiseandeconomicimpactwill bedevastatingto this community.

By usingexit #7 atruck would haveto changelaneswhile blendingonto Hwy 146to getto
Loop 197.Due to thevolumeof traffic in that areanowandtheshortdistanceyou havein
orderto getin theproperlane,numerousaccidentsare almostassured.

Ourhomescannotretaintheir value,theairwill befoul andthenoisewill be intolerable.Thel W&DP2-3
majorityof ourresidentsareolder,retiredpersonson afixed incomeandthelowervaluesto J
ourhomeswill beimpossibleto regainin ourlifetime.

Againweaskthatyou dowhatyoucanto helpourcommunityandtheadjoiningcommunity~W&0P2-4
ofOmegaBay. It is ourunderstandingthatexit#9 is anon-residentialareaandwould not be J
adverselyaffectedby thischange.Pleasegive usyour support.

WesleyandDoloresPerren
526Pompano
BayouVista,TX 77563

W&DP2-3: See responses to FL1-7, SC-2, VBV-4.

W&DP2.I W&0P2-4: Comment noted. Also see response to FL1 -1.

W&DP2-2
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JRP — Comment form from Mr. and Mrs. John R. Pinkston.PUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE ~ 2

CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED - 2
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29, 2002
WORKSHOP 5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

Sharon Manzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

JRP-i

JRP-2

JRP-3

JRP-i: Title 1, Sec. 101 of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969,
as amended, states that NEPA is to be used to, “foster and promote the
general welfare, to create and maintain conditions under which man and
nature can exist in productive harmony, and fulfill the social, economic, and
other requirements of present and future generations of Americans.”
Specifically, the purpose of an EIS, as defined in Part 1502.1 of the Act
states, “It (the EIS) shall provide full and fair discussion of significant
environmental impacts and shall inform decision-makers and the public of
the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts
or enhance the quality of the human environment.” The DEIS, therefore,
contains information regarding potential impacts to the human environment
from the proposed project, and includes sections discussing air quality
(Section 4.2.1), traffic (Section 4.2.2), noise (Section 4.2.3), hazardous
materials (Section 4.2.9), commercial and recreational navigation (Section
4.2.18), land use, recreation and aesthetics (Section 4.2.19),
socioeconomics (Section 4.2.20), and community infrastructure and
municipal services (Section 4.2.21) as well as the physical and biological
aspects of the environment.

JRP-2: See responses to VBV-4, FL1-5, and FL1-7.

JRP-3: Comment noted.

Comments:
I ~ ~,‘lit~ ~ ~. j1,~’Li~~ 1~1 Pc)j4C�4.
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Mail your comments by FEBRUARY 18, 2002 to: 7~”’f~M.~°~ 2~’~vtc~~s4-~.

Please PrirktM
Your Namd~JOAl f2’ /~sJ~g’t
Address ~ 4- t.J. ~

(:~~ne1~iL3;a, r~7~c~
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J&CP — John and Carrie Pinkston letter4 4NorthRedwingDr.
La Marque,TX 77568
February1,2002 J&CP-1: Seeresponses to FL1-7, SC-2, VBV-4, FL1-8, and FL1-5.

J&CP-2: See response to FL1-1.

Sharon Manzella Tirpak J&CP-3: Comment noted.
RegulatoryBranch,CESWG-PE-RE
U~S.ArmyCorpsof Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston,TX 77553-1229

DearMs. Tirpak:

We arewriting to voiceourconcernsregardingthetruck trafficrouting to theproposed
ShoalPointContainerTerminal. We live in OmegaBay andquite frankly we are
adamantlyopposedto thecurrentplans. We feel like ourhomeswill takeadeepdive in
value,ourair will besaturatedwith dieselflumes,thenoisewill beunbearable,the J&CP-1
wildlife will suffer andtheaccessinto andout of ourpropertywill be impacted,andthe
chancefor adisastrousaccidentwill begreatlyincreasedby theinflux of trucktraffic.

Wewould like to suggestanalternateroutefor thesouthboundI 45 truck traffic. Rather
thanusing Exit 7we suggestthat a roadbeconstructedalongthenorthsideof theTCT
RailroadtrackbetweenIH 45 andSH3. ThenthetruckscouldtakeExit 9 to the J&CP2
southboundfrontageroadandeasilyaccesstheabovementionedroadto SH 3 andthen
connectwith Loop 197South.Thusall truck traffic boundfor theterminalcouldtakethis
route ratherthanusingtheExit 7 frontageroadby OmegaBay.
If this wasdonewewould notobjectto theconstructionof the proposedcontainer 1 J&CP-3

terminal. J
We would like to requestthatthis letterbemadea part oftherecord.

Thankyou verymuchfor yourconsiderationofour concerns.

John andCarriePinkston
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January25,2002 LP — Larry Preuit letter (Identical letter sent in by Pam Preuit)

Re: ShoalPoint ContainerTerminalTruck Traffic Impacton ourCommunity

I amwriting this letterto informyou of myconcernsaboutthisprojectbecauseit will
dramaticallyimpactourwayof life in OmegaBay. Its constructionandoperationwill
result in dangeroustraffic congestionandunacceptablenoiseimpactwithin our
community.

Thevastmajority of thesetruckswill beusing 1-45’sExit 7 andwill betravelingthe
feederroaddirectlyadjacentto ourcommunity(OmegaBay) priorto turning eastand
headingtowardsthenewport alongHighway197. It will not only bevirtually impossible
to getoutof ourcomrmmity; it will alsobeatraffic safetyfor my family andme. What
would happenif weneededanambulanceor fire truck to getin andoutof our
community?

The truckswill causeunnecessarycongestion,increaseair pollution,andincreasenoise
to unacceptablelevels.I amconcernedaboutthetoxic materialsthatthesetruckswill
carry. In additionto all my concernsall theseissueswill lowerour propertyvalues.

I cannothelpbut thinkthis will haveanenormousimpactonthetourismfor Galveston
andKemah.Thetruckswill betraveling1-45 and146 in largenumbersfrom 7:00 a.m.
until 7:00 p.m., 7 daysaweek.

Thankyou for yourtime in readingthis letterandplease ~inourhomesand
seewhatis happeningaroundus. ;

Larry Preuit __

9N CurlewSt.
LaMarque,Texas77568

LP-1: See responses to VBV-1, FL1 -5, and VBV-4.

LP-2: See response to FL1-8.1J LP-3: See responses to LP-1 above, as well as SC-2, FL1-6, and FL1-7.

LP-4: See responses to EPA-64 and SM-3.

LP-2

LP-3

LP-4
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R&MP — Raymond and Michele Puccetti letterRaymondandMichelePuccetti
18SouthCurlew

LaMarque,Texas77568 R&MP-1: Comment noted. See response to FL1-1.

January25, 2002

Ms.Sharon ManzeilaTirpak
RegulatoryBranch,CESWG-PE-RE
U.S.Army Corps ofEngineers
P.O.Box 1229
Galveston,Texas77553-1229

RE: ShoalPoint ContainerTerminal Truck Traffic Impacton our Community

DearMs. Tirpak,

Pleaseconsidera safer,no-impactalternativeroadaccessto theShoal MP 1
TerminaL A newroadrunning adjacentto thefloodcontrol leveenorth ofOmegaBay
would directlylink theport andI-.45 savingmiles ofadditiona.ldrivingfor the trucks
andmaketheneighborhoodsafer.

Thank Youfor YourConsideration

RaymondandMichele Puccetti
P.O.Box 16225
Galveston,Texas77552

Cc: TheHonorableNick Lampson,U.S. RepresentativeDistrict 9
TheHonorableCraigEiland, StateRepresentativeDistrict 24
The HonorableEddie Janek, CountyCommissionerPrecinct2
The HonorableDennisRygaardandCouncil, City ofLaMarque
The HonorableCarlosGarza andCouncil, City ofTexasCity
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PLR — Philip L. Randolph letterPhilip L. Randolph
8 SouthWhiteHeron

La Marque,TX 77568
(409)938 - 3455

SharonManzellaTirpak
U.S. ArmyCorpsofEngineers,GalvestonDistrict
RegulatoryBranch
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston,Texas,77553-1229

February05, 2002

PLR-1: Comment noted. See response to FL1-1.

PLR-2 — PLR-5: In response to public comments, additional weaving
analyses were conducted for SH 3/SH 146 between Loop 197 and IH 45.
The results of that analysis are presented in the FEIS in Section 4.2.2.6.

re: Commentson theDraftEIS fbr theProposedShoalPoint ContainerTerminal

DearMs. Tirpak:

Thetreatmentofthetrafficproblemin the1-45,SH-6, Sh-3/SH-146,Loop197 areafails

to considerseveralaspectsthat wouldmakethetraffic problemsin thevicinityoftheTexasCity

Wyemuchworsethansetforth in thesubjectdocument.Thismakesit evenmoreimportantthat

proponentsof theterminalandofficials responsiblefarroaddesignandconstructioncooperateto

implementtheshorterroutefrom1-45 to theterminalaccesscorridorthat parallelsthehurricane

levee.

I haveno problemwith thetreatmentofthesouthbound1-45 frontageroadattheentrance

to OmegaBay. At thatpointthefrontageroadis two laneswideandonly about130 homes

generatetraffic in andoutofOmegaBay. However,for thetraffic to proceedfromthosehomes

to pointsnorth,thecarsmustmergeinto asinglelanewith theestimated600-1000foot long

queueoftrucks,andgo throughweavingunderthefreewaywith traffic fromover 1200homes

off SH-6beforeproceedingnorthoneitherthe1-45 northboundfrontageroador SH-3/SH-l46.

TheDraft EIS doesnot addressthedelaysdueto themergingandweavingfor those130 Omega

BayHomes.

Therearemorethan1200additionalhomeswhoseprimaryaccessto thenorthis viaSH-

6 andunderthefreewayto eitherthenorthboundfreewayfrontageroador SH-3/SH-l46. These

homesarein BayouVista, OmegaBayandacrossHighlandBayou. To getto 1-45 north,traffic

fromthesehomesmustweavefromtheright laneto theleft lanethroughthetrucksunderthe

PLR-1

PLR-2

PLR-3
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freewayin adistanceofonly 200 yards. TheDraftEIS doesnot includeatrafficcountonSH-6

andthereforeapparentlydid notincludetheSH-6traffic in theweavinganalysis.

It appearsthattheSynchromodelinganalysisqueuelengthof 600to 1000 feetsouthof

theSH-3andLoop197 intersectionis acaseofgarbagein/garbageout. At that intersectiontwo

lanesproceedunimpededfrom SH-3/SH-l46to Loop 197. Thereis asmoothtwo lanewide

transitionwith no traffic light or stop sign. Ontheotherhand,thetruckspassingthroughthis

intersectionon thewayto theterminalmustfrstweavethroughtwo lanesofnorthboundtraffic

fromGalvestonto getto Loop 197. TheDraftEIS doesnot containatrafficcountfrom the

southorcontainaweavinganalysisfor this bottleneckwheretheweavingmusttakeplaceina

distanceofonly acouplehundredyards.

A third missingweavinganalysisis for trucktraffic from theterminalto thenorthbound

1-45 frontageroad. JustsouthoftheLoop197 intersectionwith SH-3/SH-146,thetruckswill

haveonly afew hundredyardsto weavethroughthesouthboundtraffic from SH-3/SH-l46to

SH-6and1-45.

A final point is that thedraftEIS makesno mentionofthepeakingoftruck traffic that

will occurearlyeachmorning. it is normalfor trucksto be queuedup attheterminalentrances

whenthegateopenseachday. Theexpectedlargefractionoflocal destinationswill further

contributeto morningpeakingoftraffic. Namely,thosetrucksthatgetin earlyenoughmaywell

gettwo roundtrips in adaywhereasthosethatreachtheterminalmiddaywill only getrevenue

fromonetrip.

Theconsiderationsabovemakeastrongcasefartheneedfor analternateto theTexas

City Wyefor terminaltraffic. A routeparallelingthehurricaneleveefrom1-45 to theterminal

accesscorridoratLoop197 wouldprovideanexcellentmeansto bypasstheseproblems. The

routewouldnot impactanyresidentialareasandcouldwell useexistingExit 9 from 1-45aswell

astheexistingroadwayunderthefreewayat theleveeandrailroad tracks.

Sincere yours,4 J4~4~
Philip !~.Randolph

PLR-6: The terminal entrance (gate) would be located on Shoal Point
rather than at the intersection of the access road and Loop 197. Therefore,
the 3-mile access road would be used to queue trucks that arrive prior to
gate opening (7a.m.). Also see response to DM-2.

PLR-7: Comment noted. Also see response to FL1 -1.

PLR-4

PLR-5

PLR-6

PLR-7I
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FEB 21 2002 LAR — Comment form from Leo A. Reitan
PUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE
CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED

SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29, 2002
WORKSHOP 5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal proiect. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

Comments:
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LAR-1: Seeresponseto SGI1-5.

LAR-2 and LAR-3: See responses to GBF1-6and EPA-41. Issuesrelated
to ship traffic are discussed in Section4.2.18 for the Shoal Point site.

LAR-4: See responses to VBV-1, and EPA-65.

LAR-5: Comment noted.

Mail your comments by FEBRUARY 18, 2002 to:

Sharon Manzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
(iS. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Please Print: 1~e~’,‘4, R~t~2fl
Your Name 4~ Z~,,,
Address ~7/ ,‘/i,a?,,jL~4-I’ ~

LAR-1

LAR-2

LAR-3

LAR-4

LAR-5
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FEB 07 2Q0~ DTS — Donna T. Simmons letter

/~c~V~ ‘~

~ ~ 775~ DTS-1: Comment noted.

(4~v~y~ // ~2Oo7~.~ DTS-2: See responses to, VBV-4, EPA-34, SC-2, SGll-5, VBV-1, and FL1-
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DTS-3: Comment noted. See responses to VBV-4, SM-3, and PLR-6.

DTS-4: See responses to SC-2 and SGI1-5.

DTS-5: Comment noted. Section 4.2.2.7 of the ElS addresses hurricane

evacuation issues.

DTS-6: Comment noted. See response to TM-3.
DTS-1

DTS-2

DTS-3

DTS-4

DTS-5

DTS-6
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PUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29, 2002
WORKSHOP 5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas CIWs proposedShoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

Comments: 7

~-c~ rc’~D
9 4-iit ~ J~ ~ -7 -

Th, ~7AAIe~~ /~e.4~
&,fE’dII4

MaIl your comments by FEBRUARY 18, 2002 to:

Sharon Manzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corpsof Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Please Print:
Your Name_
Address

JAN 292002

Comment form from Tom Spangler

TS-1: Comment noted. See response to FWS2-5.

(IS/AJO ~ TS-1
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PUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

CITY OF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29, 2002~
WORKSHOP 5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

JAN 292002

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages if necessary. The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

Comments:

Comment form from Alice Stokley

AS-I: See response to FL1-8.

AS-2: See responses to VBV-1 and FL1-8.

AS-3: See response to VBV-4.

AS-4: See responses to FL1-7.

AS-5: See response to ELi-i. Comment noted.
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Mall your comments by FEBRUARY 18, 2002 to:

SharonManzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Please Print: ‘—.

Your Name HL. ~ ~S±ô K~i~j
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RS — Rusty Swafford letter236 Barracuda
Bayou Vista, Texas 77563

RS-I: Seeresponses to ELi-i, VBV-i, ELi-5, and ELi-7.
February 9, 2002

RS-2: See response to VBV-2 and to specific comments below.

RS-3: Comment noted.
Colonel LeonardD. Waterworth
District Engineer, GalvestonDistrict
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers RS-4: Distances from each alternative site to the railroad yards have been
P.O. Box 1229 factored into the analysis by H-GAC. As indicated in Section 2.4.2.5, an
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229 off-site intermodal yard would be constructed when justified by the growth

of the terminal. Eor purposes of the traffic analysis, it was assumed that
Dear Colonel Waterworth: this facility would be operational by 2025.
As aresidentof Bayou Vista, I amextremely concerned with the impact that theproposed ~
containerterminalwill haveon traffic congestion,traffic safetyandmypropertyvalue,if truck RSI
traffic is primarily routedto the1-45 feederroadatOmega Bay and in the vicinity ofthe Texas
City Wye/Loop197 areaas currentlyproposed.

I havereviewed the DraftEnvironmentalImpactStatement(DEIS) for TexasCity’s proposed
ShoalPoint ContainerTerminalandfind that thetraffic impactanalysesto bedeficient,
inadequateand inconsistent.Therefore,I believetheDEISmustbesignificantly revisedin order
to complywith theNationalEnvironmentalPolicyAct (NEPA). TheDEIS lackssufficient
informationto assesstheaffectsoftheproposedprojecton thequalityof thehumanenvironment RS2
asrequiredby NEPA. Informationin theDEIS is inadequateto assesstraffic impactsto local
residentsin thearea of theTexasCity Wyebecause:1) only oneassumedtruck trip scenariowas
examined;2) theDEISonly examinedexistingtruckroutes;and3) did not identif~,any
mitigation measureasrequiredby NEPA. In fact, theDEISdid notevenaddresspotentialtruck
trafficmitigation options.

I haveonly reviewedthetraffic impactanalysesfor theShoalPointAlternative,sinceit directly ~
affectsmeandit is thepreferredalternative. However,I suspectthat youwill find similar I RS-3
inadequacieswith thetraffic impactsassessmentfor all ofthealternativesexamined.My J

specificcommentsfollow:

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.3.2.1ProposedAlternative - Shoal Point
pgES-6,par4-Thediscussionon rail shouldidentify the distance to andthe locationofthe
UPRR, BNSF railroad andBarbours Cut intermodal yard. It shouldalso identify what year the RS4
proposed intermodal railroad yard wouldbe operational.
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ES.4ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

pg.ES-I I - Seethefollowing commentson specificsectionsofthedocument.

2.0ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS

RS-5: See response to RS-4. Information on preliminary truck traffic
movements and rail traffic movements used as the basis for the traffic
analysis is provided in Appendix 0-3 of the DEIS. A map indicating the
location of the existing intermodal facilities has been added to Section
3.2.2.

2.4.2.5Rail Access

pg2-25,par I - Additional informationis neededin thissectionto clearly identifyhowrail
operationswill beutilized for theShoalPointaltemative. Thediscussionon rail shouldidentify
thedistanceto andthe locationof theUPRR,BNSFrailroadandBarboursCut intermodalyard
andthe likely routestruckswould useto delivercontainersto theseyards.Mapsof theseyards
shouldalsobeprovidedto orientthereader.It shouldalsoidentifywhatyeartheproposed
intermodalrailroadyardwould be operational.At theJanuary21,2002,workshop,project
engineersstatedthat therail yard would not beconstructeduntil 2010-2015. Istheassumption
madelater in theDEIS that 20percentof thecontainerswill travelby train valid in yearsprior to
2025? Werethetrucksneededto movethecontainersto thethreeexistingyardsincludedin the
traffic evaluationfor years2005, 2010,2015and2020? If so, whereis thediscussionand
supportingdocumention?Theaboverequestedinformationshouldbeincludedin theFinalETS.

Section3.0 AFFECTEDENVIRONMENT

3.2 ROADWAY TRAFFIC

3.2.2Data CollectionandAnalysis Methods

pg3-Il, par I - Thenumberofsamples(I day) appeartoo fewto haveanystatisticalvalidity. Is
collectionof traffic datafor one24 hourperiodduringoneyearstandardoperatingprocedurein
traffic engineering?Wasthedayrandomlyselectedfor sampling?Werestandardengineering
protocolsfor samplingtraffic andnoisefollowed?Aretheresignificantdifferencesin traffic
patternsduringdifferentdaysof theweek,seasonallyorduringholidaysandspecialevents
(KappaweekendorMardis Gras)thatmayaffect truckroutes?Was atraffic accidentscenario
studied?Severaltimesduringtheyeartraffic is backedup pasttheTexasCity Wye becauseof
anaccidenton 1-45 orduringholidayweekendsandspecialevents.One couldenvisionthat
duringatraffic backup, trucktraffic would find alternativeroutesto theport. Thiscouldforce
trucksdownPalmerHighwayin TexasCity, MainStreetin LaMarque,or someotherroute.Was
this eveninvestigated?This sectionneedsto besignificantlyrevisedin theFinalEIS to include
theaboverequestedinformation.

3.2.2.1Traffic Counts

pg 3-11,par. I - Themajorintersectionat I.45/SH6/SH146, locallyknownastheTexasCity
Wye, wasnot includedin thelist ofintersectionsstudied. Wasthe intersectionstudied? If so,it

RS-6: Standard methods were used in the traffic analysis (see Section
3.2.2 of the DEIS). Traffic is recurring; therefore, a typical weekday “PM”
was chosen for the design hourly volumes, based on engineering judgment.
The count data used was a combination of TxDOT counts, H-GAC counts,
and PBS&J counts. Since typical traffic counts are used in the model,
traffic counts taken during a special event or accident scenario would not
be appropriate for establishing anticipated traffic patterns. H-GAO
performed modeling to determine the routes most likely to be taken by truck
traffic considering the results of the origin/destination study conducted at
Barbours Cut.

RS-7: The intersections analyzed were signalized or all-way or two-way
stopped controlled intersections. The signalized intersection located at SH
3/SH 146 and Loop 197 was used to represent the IH 45/SH 6/SH 146
intersection.

RS-5

RS-6

RS-7
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needs to be listed. If not, there needs to be an explanation ofwhy not in theDEIS andastudyof
the intersection included for theFinal FIS.

3.2.2.5Trip Generation

pg 3-13 - This section is the heart of the traffic analysis because the number of trips generated
are significantinputs to the noise, air, and traffic models. Yet, the DEIS lacks sufficient
information for the readerto evaluate the reasoning behind the assumptions provided in the truck
trip spread sheets in Appendix C. It also does not define the difference between “Trucks
(Highway)” and “Trucks (Intermodal)” found in Appendix C. There is also no explanation as to
how an 80% truck and 20% rail splitor a 77% Highway Truck Tripsanda 23% Intermodal
Truck Trips split was derived for use in the models. This section cites a 2001 PBS&Jtraffic
report, however, neither the report results or a summary of the findings are provided for the
reader in the DEISor in the appendices. In any modeling effort, be it traffic, noise,global
warming, or hydrodynamics,datainputs and assumptions made by the modeler will effect the
outputs ofthemodel, hence with modelingthe old saying,“Garbage in, garbage out” is often
used. Therefore, this section should be significantly revised to include a serious discussion ofthe
modeling effort and the reasoning behind the model assumptions. Ofparticularinterest, is why
only one set of truck movement patterns and truck/rail splits were analyzed, given the fact that
the models are projecting 20 years into the future. Why was a “worst case” scenario not
evaluated for impacts to the Texas City Wye area? For example, what if 60%-80% of the trucks
utilized 1-45,rather than 42% as assumed by the modelers? How would this affect air, noise,
traffic weaving, safety and other quality oflife issues for the local residents ofBayou Vista,
Omega Bay and Old Bayou Vista? Lack of the this information leads the reader to believe that
the inputs were massaged to get the “no effect” results found later in the document. This section
should besignificantly revised and upgraded for the Final EIS.

Table3.2.2-2LOS CRITERIA FOR BASIC HIGHWAY SEGMENT

pg 3-14 - To complywith thenationalair standards, it hasbeenreportedthat theTNRCC is
requiring thespeedlimit in GalvestonCounty(i.e., 1-45,SH146and SH3) to bereducefrom
70mph to 55 mph. Therefore, the table shouldbe revisedand updated.Is thelevel ofservice
(maximumdensity)for afreeflow at 55mphdifferentthanthelevelof serviceat70mph?If so,
thelevel ofserviceanalysisneedsto bere-analyzedfor theFinal EIS.

3.2.3 Traffic Safety

pgs 3-14 and3-15 - This sectionprovidesadiscussionof nationalandstatetraffic statistics,
however, it presentsnodataon existingtraffic safetyconditionsin thevicinity oftheShoalPoint
alternative, In addition, thereis no discussionofwhy thenumberof accidents/fatalities
involving trucksfrom theShoalPointalternativewerenot modeled,evaluatedorreportedin the
document.Thereis anacknowledgedfour timesgreaterfatality rateforaccidentsinvolving
trucks. Theproject is estimatedto generateover a haifamillion trucktrips in 2005 andover2.2

RS-8: “Trucks (intermodal)” refers to the trucks that would haul containers
between the container terminal and rail yards. The documents referenced
in development of the trip generation tables, including the origin/destination
study conducted at Barbours Cut, are listed in Section 3.2.2.5 of the DEIS.
The intermodal split was based on similar container terminal operations.
The truck movement patterns were established by modeling conducted by
H-GAC to determine the routes most likely to be taken by truck traffic
considering the anticipated origins and destinations of the cargo.

RS-9: The main corridor analysis is based on maximum density, which is
the same for all free-flow speeds. Table 3.2.2-i has been revised to
remove the reference to 70 mph because the LOS threshold is actually the
same for all free-flow speeds according to the Highway Capacity Manual.

RS-1O: See response to ELi-5.RS-8

RS-9

1
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million truck trips annually after 2023. Consequently,traffic safetyis apotentialadverseproject
impactto the quality ofthe human environmentthat was not adequatelyevaluated in the DEIS.
Therefore, the Final ElS should includean in-depth discussionof traffic safetyin theareaof the
ShoalPointalternative.

pg 4-50,Table4.2.2-13Traffic AccidentData. This table presents a summaryof accidentdata
for the Texas City Wye for years 1997-2000. This table should be presented in the affected
environment section 3.2.3 because it discusses the current condition with no project. It also does RS1 I
not show how many ofthese accidents involved trucks.

3.3 Noise

See previous discussions on sections 3,2.2 and 3.2.2.5.

Other IssuesNot Evaluated in Section 3.0

There is nodiscussionin this sectionon currenttruck inducedroadmaintenancein theareaof
theShoalPointalternative.This is important, because when the project is functioning at capacity
over 2.6 million trucktrips areexpectedto begeneratedannuallyby theprojectandroad
maintenancewill have to be funded by the taxpayers of Galveston County. The Final BIS should
includeadiscussionand evaluation ofthecurrentdesignlife, maintenancecosts and the
economicimpactsto taxpayersfor road repairs attributableto theShoalPointalternative.

SECTION4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

4.2 SHOAL POINT - APPLICANT’S PROPOSEDSITE

4.2.1.1Impacts

pg 4-32,bullet6 - The bullet states that anassumptionwasmadethat 80percentofthe
containers would be destined to the Houston area.The underlying reasoning behind this
assumption needs to be documented in the Final EIS.

RS-13

RS-II: Table 4.2.2-i4 has been revised to include truck-related accident
data. It has been left in the impacts section to facilitate comparison with the
new Table 4.2.2-iS, which provides projected traffic accident information for
the Build and No-Build scenarios.

RS-12: Roadway maintenance and repair are the responsibility of TxDOT.

RS-13: This assumption is based on the origin/destination study conducted
at Barbours Cut.

RS-14: The reference to the year 2010 was a typographical error in the
DEIS. The year should have been referenced as 20i5 and has been
corrected in the EElS. Analyses were completed for the years 200i, 2005,
2015, and 2025, corresponding with current conditions, projected conditions
for Phase I (first full year of operation), Phase II (at capacity), and Phase Ill
(ultimate design) (See Table 4.2.2-2 and subsequent sections).

RS-15: Table 4.2.2-i (and the corresponding table for each alternative site)
has been revised to include the years 2005 and 20i 5. Also see response
to RS-6 and RS-8.

4.2.2 Roadway Traffic Impact Analysis

pg4-35, last par. - TheDEISstatesthat traffic impactswereanalyzedfor theyears2001
(existingcondition), 2005, 2010, and 2025. The Final EIS should also include an analysis of the
years2015 (PhaseII maximum capacity) and2020 (Phaseifi in operation for 5 years).

4.2.2.1INTERMODAL DISTRIBUTION

pg 4-36- Table4.2.2-I only addressesdistribution in theyear 2025. Why werethe other years

RS-14

1

RS-12
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RS-16: See response to RS-6, RS-8, and RS-iS.that were analyzed (2005, 2010) not included in thetable? This information, including additional
analysesfor years 2015 and 2020, shouldbe included in the Final EIS. Additionally, thereneeds
to be an explanationand supporting documentationof why only one analysis of traffic
distribution was examined, especially when the table is predicting 23 years into the future. See
commentson section 3.2.2 and 3.2.2.5 concerning the results of H-GAC’s modeling effort.

Quite frankly, thelackof alternativedistribution analyses in this study is biased, rudimentary,
insulting to ones intellect and does not meet the requirements ofNEPA. Therefore, analyses of
other potential traffic distribution scenarios should be included in the Final EIS.

4.2.2.2Intersection Analysis

pgs4-38 thru 4-41 - Level ofService(LOS) impactsarebaseduponasingleassumedtraffic
distributionbasedupon undocumentedmodelassumptions.Seeabovecommentson section
3.2.2, 3.2.2.5 and 4.2.2.1. Analyses ofalternative traffic distribution scenarios and their affect on
LOS should be included in the Final EIS.

pg 4-38 - Table 4.2.3-3 presents an analysis for the year 2015, contrary to the statement on page
4-35 that the only years analyzed were 2001, 2005, 2010, and 2025. In addition, the table does
not include an analysis of the Texas City Wye intersection, which is a major intersection to be
impacted by the Shoal Point project.

pg4-39- Figure4.2.2-1 does not includethe Texas City Wye intersection.This is a major
intersection that should be includedin theFinal EIS.

pg 4-40- Figure4.2.2-2doesnot include theTexas City Wye intersection. This is a major 11 RS-I~
intersection that shouldbeincludedin theFinalETS.

4.2.2.3Main Corridor Analysis

pg4-42 - Seecommentson sections3.2.2,3.2.2.5,4.2.2.1 and4.2.2.2. Additionally,paragraph
five statesthat specifichighwayimprovementprojectsplannedin the future wereincludedin the
model. ImprovementsoftheTexasCity Wyeintersectionwith 1-45areprojectedto be
contractedin 2010. Whatdid themodelersuseas the intersectiondesign?Whatyear did the
modelersassumetheconstructionwould befinalizedandtheprojectedbenefits realized? These
aresignificantundocumentedinputs to themodelthat directlyimpactLOS, safety,weaving,air
andnoisepollution projectionsofconcernto local residentsin OmegaBay,BayouVista andOld
BayouVista. Whatis theimpactoftheimprovementprojectonShoalPoint trafficpatterns
during theconstructionphase?Will theseimprovementschangetruck trafficpatterns(e.g.,
easierandfasterto travel 1-45) to and from ShoalPoint? Whathappensto traffic if the
intersectionis not improvedor theimprovementsaredelayed5-10 years?In addition,Table
4.2.2-5lists threeprojects,SH146at Loop197, SHI46at NASA I, andSH146atDickenson

RS-17: It is assumed that the commentor is referring to Table 4.2.2-3,
which, presents Shoal Point intersection traffic analysis results. See
response to RS-i4.

The Texas City Wye intersection is presented in Table 4.2.2-3 as
intersection 12, SH 3 at Loop i97. See response to RS-7.

RS-I8: The Texas City Wye intersection is represented on Eigure 4.2.2-1
as intersection i2, SH 3 at Loop i97. See response to RS-i7.

RS-19: See response to RS-i8.

RS-20: Proposed transportation improvements in the Texas City area that
were included in the traffic analyses are presented in Table 4.2.2-S and in
Appendix C-7 of the DEIS. Analyses were performed using the most
current data available from TxDOT.

Road Segment

No. of
Lanes in

2005

No. of
Lanes in

2015

No. of
Lanes in

2025
1H45 6 8 8
SH6(WoflH45) 4 4 4
SH6(EoflH45) 4 4 6
Loopl97 4 4 4
SH3/SHi46 4 4 6

RS-I6

RS-17

RSI8 Anticipated improvements at the Texas City Wye were included in the H-GAO modeling as follows:

RS-20 Limitations in the model for the weaving analysis did not allow the
improvements described above for the Texas City Wye to be included in the
modeling. Additionally, the intersection geometry following potential
improvements is unknown at this time. The weaving analysis for the Texas
City Wye could, therefore, be considered a “worst case” scenario because,
although projected traffic loads increased in the model, the infrastructure in
the area was not changed from its current configuration.
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Bayou Bridge, that have “no available” contract let dates. What yeardid the modelers assume
that the projects wouldbe finished and what was the reasoning behind the assumptions? This
section of the DEIS provides an insufficient level of analysis to project the impacts ofthe Shoal
Point alternative on main corridor traffic in violation of the requirements of NEPA. Additional
analyses, traffic distributionsand highway improvement scenarios should be run and presented in
the Final EIS.

4.2.2.4ProposedIntersection and Roadway Improvements

pg 4-45 - SeeCommentson section4.2.2.3.

4.2.2.5RailroadCrossingImpact

pg 4-46,par I - Whywasthedelaypervehicleaveragedover a 24hourperiod?What is
important to a motoristis that four additionaltrainswill block an intersectiondelaying their trip
through an intersection for a certain period of time. Therefore, the model results should be
presented in total time a carwill bedelayedby a train. The time of daya train passeswill also
affect total delay time becausethe number of vehicles on the road during a train pass affects
queue lengths. Therefore, an analysis ofpeak traffic times when commutersare typically
commuting to and fromwork and off peakhours(e.g., lunchtime, middle oftheday, late in the
evening) should alsobe included in theFinal EIS. Additionally, the DEISdid not discuss years
analyzed other than2001 and 2005. The years2010,2015 and 2020 should alsobe included in
theFinal EIS.

4.2.2.6 1H45/SH6 Interchange

General comments- see previouscommentsregardinginadequaciesin the model analyses
coveredin commentsto sections3.2.2,3.2.2.5,4.2.2.1,4.2.2,2, and4.2.2.3. TheFinal EIS should
includein-depthanalysesofall probabletraffic distributionpatternsandarealistic “worst case
scenario”.

pg4-46,par 1 - Thestatementthat theproposedimprovementsto 1-45 andtheTexasCity Wye
maytakecontainer traffic over orunder 1-45, thus lesseningtheimpacton the1-45 frontageroad
is correct. What is not statedis that theseproposedimprovements,if everbuilt, maynotrelieve
truck traffic on thefrontageroad. Thesubjectivenessofthis statementdemonstratesthat the
consultantsfor the projectdo not know what the proposeddesignoftheTexasCity Wye is or if it
hasevenbeendesignedyet. Therefore,it is critical to know whatwasusedasmodel inputs.

RS-21: A 24-hour average was used to represent the delay because peak
hours for rail traffic and roadway traffic do not necessarily coincide.
Regarding years analyzed, refer to response to RS-i4.

RS-22: See responses to RS-6, RS-8, RS-iS, RS-i6, RS-i9, and RS-20.
The analysis performed may be considered a “worst case scenario”
because it assumes that optimal conditions exist in the marketplace for
containerized cargo to utilize the Shoal Point Container Terminal. In reality,
the market share of the proposed container terminal may be less than
projected, resulting in lower traffic volumes than estimated.

RS-23: See response to RS-20.

RS-21

RS-22

RS-23I
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DelayAnalysis

pgs4-46and4-47 - This analysisonly lookedatthedelayfor a personexitingOmegaBayand
enteringthe 1-45 frontageroad. In theQueueLengthAnalysis on page4-47,it statesthat a 600-
foot to 1,000-footline would meetthat personashecomesdownthefrontageroad. How can the
consultantsfor theprojectexpecta reasonablepersonto acceptthat therewould beonly a 2.7
seconddelayandan acceptablelevel ofservice? In addition, theseresultscomefrom onetraffic
distributionscenariothatassumesonly 42 percentof theShoalPointtruck traffic will travel 1-45
in 2025.This analysisis faultedandinappropriatelydescribesano project impact,when
comparedto thefuturewithoutscenario, In theFinalETS, an analysisof thetotal time delayfor a
personleavingOmegaBay to travel undertheTexasCity Wye andeitherheadnorthon 1-45or
on Sh 146, undera varietyof traffic distributionconditions,shouldbeincludedfor years2005,
2010, 2015,and2020.Additional analysesfor probablealternativetraffic distributionsfor the
yearsof 2005,2010,2015,2020,and2025 shouldalsobeincludedin theFinal EIS.

Queue Length Analysis

pg 4-48,par 1 - Thestatementthat, “OmegaBayresidentsshouldnot experiencetruck traffic
blockingtheirentrance/exit.”is not verycomfortingfor apersonwho is entenng the feederroad RS-25
from OmegaBayonly to finda600-foot to 1,000-footline within a few hundredfeetoftheir
entrance.In fact, thisstatementis insulting, arrogantandwithout anyjustification. This statement
shouldberemovedfromtheFinal EIS.

pg4-48,par2 , last sentence- Again,theissueis not whetherOmegaBayresidentswill seetruck
traffic from SHI46/SH3/Loopl97 intersectionbacking up to theirentrance/exit.The issueis
thatto getto thegrocerystore,hardwarestoreorcountlessotherbusinessesin TexasCity, the
residentsofOmegaBaywill bestuckin a line of trucksattheTexasCity Wye waiting to takea
left turnontoSHI46/SH3,andthenagainattheSH146/SH3/Loop197 intersection.Therefore,
this sentenceshouldbe removedin theFinal EIS anda realanalysis,asrequiredby NEPA,on
theeffectstheselong trucktraffic lines will haveon thequalityof thehumanenvironmentshould
be included.

WeavingAnalysis

pg 4-50, par 1-Thestatementthat theproposedimprovementsto 1-45 andtheTexasCity Wye
maytakecontainertraffic over orunder1-45,thuslesseningtheimpacton the1-45 frontageroad
is correct. What is not statedis that theseproposedimprovements,if everbuilt, maynotrelieve
truck traffic on thefrontageroad.Additionally, no weavinganalysiswaspresentedfor 1) trucks
travelingnorthfrom theTexasCity Wyeon SHI46/SH3 to Loop 197 or2)truckstravelingfrom
Loop 197 to the1-45 North feederroad. Ascurrentlyconstructed,traffic travelingnorthfrom the
TexasCity Wye to Loop 197mustmergeinto onelaneof high speedtraffic coming fromthe1-45
NorthTexasCity exit. Also, trucks travelingfrom theproposedfacility on Loop 197mustcross
two lanesof high speedtraffic on SH146 to accessthe1-45 North feederroadat theTexasCity

RS-24: The 2.7 second delay refers to the difference between the delay
under the Build scenario (i.e., i 2.9-seconds) as compared to the delay
under the No-Build scenario (i.e., iO.2 seconds). Comment noted. See
previous responses.

As stated in response to RS-6 and RS-8, the traffic distribution scenario
RS-24 was based on the results of an origin/destination study conducted at a very

similar container terminal facility (Barbours Cut), with modeling performed
by H-GAO to determine the most likely routes the trucks would take to and
from the origins and destinations of the cargo. Also see response to RS-i4
regarding analysis years.

RS-25: The statement, as presented in the DEIS, accurately reflects the
results of the queue length analysis, which indicates that truck traffic may
back up to between 600 and i 000 feet, but would not block the Omega
Bay entrance, which is approximately i 600 feet from the intersection.

RS-26: Interchange delay analysis for the IH 45 frontage road at Omega
Bay entrance, as presented in Table 4.2.2-8, indicate a difference of 2.7
seconds per vehicle between the Build and No-Build conditions for the year
2025. Based on this analysis, the LOS for this intersection would remain
acceptable (B). In addition, the capacity analysis for the same intersection
indicates the LOS at that intersection for the year 2025 would remain A,
regardless of the fact that traffic volume would be higher and approximately
33% more trucks would be included in the traffic volume per day. This
reflects the capacity of the frontage road to accommodate the additional
traffic volume.

RS-27: See responses to PLR-2 through PLR-5 and ELi-S.

RS-26

RS-27
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Wye. Even if theTexasCity Wye improvementsarecompleted,theyarenot scheduledto begin
until at least2010,whenalmost3,000trucks areanticipatedto be travelingto andfrom theShoal
Pointcontainerportdaily. The DEIS providesno analysesof theimpactoftheprojecton this
forcedweaving. It only takescommonsenseto surmisethattheadditionofthousandsoftrucks
per day into this traffic patternwill adverselyimpactsafetyandthusthequalityof thehuman
environment.Therefore,theFinal EIS must includean in depthanalysisof projectrelatedtruck
and cartraffic forcedweavingpatternsandthepotential for truck relatedaccidentsand fatalities
in theareabetweentheTexasCity Wye andLoop 197.

4.2.2.7HurricaneEvacuation

pg 4-49- In sentenceone,define “amplewarning”. In sentencetwo, what is meantby theword J RS-28
“limited”, if theportwasclosed?

4.2.2.9Traffic Safety

pg 4-50- Seecommentsfor section3.2.3 andtheweavinganalysis.Thissectiondiscussesalmost
everythingbut traffic safety. In paragraphtwo, thefirst sentencestatesthata safetyanalysiswas
completed,however,nodiscussionoftheresultswereprovided. The firstparagraphandTable
4.2.2-13describestheaffectedenvironmentlexistingconditions.The last sentenceofparagraph
two, which states,“Theterminal mayincreasethepotential for truckrelatedaccidentsdueto the
increasein truck traffic.”, is theonly sentencein theentiresectionthat addressestraffic safety.
This statementin andof itself is sophomoric,sinceit is only logical that themoretruck trips
generatedby the project, the more truckrelatedaccidentswill occur.In addition, thestatement
concerningamitigationproposalby arearesidentsin paragraphthreethat, “Basedupon the
resultsofthis study, fromatraffic safetyandtraffic operationsstandpoint,this proposaldoesnot
seemto bejustified.” is baselessandnot supportedby theinformationprovidedin theDEIS.
This sectionof theDEISprovidesan insufficientanalysisoftraffic safetyimpactandis in need
of aseriousre-evaluationin theFinalEIS in orderto complywith therequirementsof NEPA.

4.2.3 Noise

pgs4-50and4-51 - This sectiontotally ignoresthenoisepollutionconcernsof OmegaBay
residents.Thereis not evena specificdiscussionof OmegaBay in theDEIS. Thisis
not acceptable,whenoneconsidersthat thousandsoftrucksperdayarepredictedto traveldown
the1-45 feederroadwithin a fewhundredfeetofpeopleshomes.This is aclearviolation of
NEPA andtheimpactsshouldbedescribedandaddressedin theFinal EIS.

OTHER ISSUESNOT COVERED IN DEIS

Mitigation for traffic impactsfrom theShoalPointalternativewerenot evenexaminedin the
DEIS. This ofcourseis predicatedon theapplicant’sunsupportedandunjustifiedconclusion
that thelocal residentsof BayouVista, OmegaBayandOld BayouVistawill not beadversely

RS-28: The phrase “ample warning” is used to imply that action would be
taken, provided the weather service could issue a warning in time. The
word “limited” was used to imply that normal truck traffic would not continue
following a hurricane warning. Standard safety procedures would be
followed as outlined in the facility’s Hurricane Preparedness Plan (See
Section 4.2.2.7 of the FEIS for further details).

RS-29: Section 4.2.2.9, Traffic Safety, has been revised to include truck-
related accident data and projections of total accidents and fatal truck-
related accidents in the Build and No-Build scenarios.

RS-30: A noise analysis for the Omega Bay Subdivision has been added in
Section 4.2.3 of the EElS.

RS-29

RS-30
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impacted by the project. The project proponents seem to believe that some future road
improvementsto the Texas City Wyeand area highways will alleviateall of thetraffic problems
directly resulting from their proposedcontainerport. Of course,this assumptionfails to mitigate
for traffic impacts that will occuruntil the improvements areconstructed.For example,theTexas
City Wyeimprovementsare scheduled for contractingin 2010,with no estimate when
construction will be completedorwhat the design will be. By the year2010, the project
proponcntspredictthat over2,800 trucksadaywill betraveling to andfrom theproposed facility
and at least 42%of thosewill be traveling in theTexas City Wye area. Clearly, alternativetraffic
impact mitigationmeasures needto beaddressedin theFinal EIS in orderto complywith the
requirements ofNEPA. A reasonablemitigationmeasurethat shouldbe considered in theFinal
EIS is a specialaccess roadutilizing existing 1-45 exit 9, with eithera highway fly over or a road
that roughlyparallelstheTexasCity floodcontrol levee,that would directlyconnecttheproject
to 1-45. This option would direct trucksawayfrom thelocalresidents ofBayouVista, Omega
Bayand OldBayouVista, thusmitigating potentialnoise,air, safetyandtraffic delay impacts
and wouldprovideadirect routefromtheportto 1-45,theproposed maintraffic route. This is a
“win-win” alternativethatshouldseriouslybe considered in the Final EIS andfinal projectplans
for the proposed port facility.

CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, I believethat theDEIS inadequately describestheproject’s impact on the quality
ofthehumanenvironmentandis thusinconsistentwith therequirementsofNEPA. I look
forward to theaboveconcernsbeingaddressedin theFinalEIS for project. Thankyou for the
opportunityto reviewtheDEIS for thisproject.

Sincerely,

Rusty Swafford

cc:
MayorJoeMims - BayouVista
SharonTirpak - COE

RS-31: Regarding mitigation, any actions taken within TxDOT right-of-way
are the responsibility of TxDOT. Also see response to ELi -1.

RS-31
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January,29,2002 PJW — Phyllis J. Walters letter (William Walters sent in identical letter)

PJW-1: See responses to SE-3 and VBV-4.

PJW-2: See response to ELi-i.
To: SharonManzellaTirpak

RegulatoryBranch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corpsof Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston,TX 77553-1229

Regarding: Traffic Impacton our Communityfrom theShoal Point ContainerTerminal

Dear Sharon:

We havebeeninformedofthe large munberoftrucksthatwill be usingExit 7, thus passingbyOmega
Bay, to makedeliveriesto ShoalPoint Thisnumberof truckswill createa traffic jam and will be unsafe ~ w i
for thoseofuswho live in OmegaBay. Additionally, theamountof noisewill be detrimental to the
residenceoftheOmegaBay.

It appearsto me that an alternativeroute to the terminalShOuldbe consideredat this time. We begyou tol PJW 2
look at thealternative route (anewaccessroad) at this time. J
Thank you,

E~5~~
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January 27, 2002 P&MW — Paul and Mary Watson

TO: SharonManzellaTirpak
Regulatory Branch,CESWG_PE-RE
U.S. Army Corpsof Engineers
P.O.Box 1229
Galveston,TX77553-1229

I attendedapresentationby theCorpsofEngineersduring lastyearinBayou
Vista. It wasindicatedthat anenvironmentalimpactstudywasbeingdoneandit was
alreadyindicatedthattraffic ontoloop 197 would bemuchheavierandif stoppedby a
train couldcauselargebackups.

We live onNorthOmegadrive, whichis directly adjacentto the feederroadoff of
I 45, exitingto loop 197 andHighway6. Thespeedlimit is50mphandthetrucksalready
usingthisroadcreateexcessivenoiseandpollution. This alreadymakesgettingontothe
feederdangerousandwith theamountof trucksthat isbeingproposedwill greatly
increasethedanger. I am extremelyconcernedthat theincreasedtrucktraffic will have
a largeimpact onmypropertyvalues,notincludingtheincreasedhealthhazardand
possibledamageto my homefor increasedvibration.Exit 7 is anunusualfeederroadin
thatit isa longroadand vehiclescontinueatahigh rateof speedpassingverycloseby a
largenumberofhomes.AnotherconcerniswhatoccursduringHurricaneevacuations,
I’m surethat theport is goingto wantto movethe containersoutandthiswill causea lot
of increasedtraffic northboundwhile peoplearetrying to evacuate.

Wesuggestedduringthemeetingthatanalternateroutebeconsidered,using 519or
building anewroadfrom thehurricanelevyoverto highway3(possiblyover3 andthe
railroad tracksthusremovingpotentialbottlenecks).Exit9 feederroadturnsunder the
overpassat the hurricaneprotectionleveeand goesaround and back to the north.
Thereis no populationalongthisroadand it would be veryeasyto put in a road
from this overto highway 3 thus eliminating using the highway6, 146,loop197
interchange. It would alsoeliminatehavingto mergeat the road comingfrom Galveston.
I wentover andlooked at this alternativeandit would solvea lot ofproblemsandneeds
to be seriouslyconsidered.Another suggestionwasalargewall be placedalongthe
feederroad which would at leastcutdown onthe noise.

Wegetno benefitwhatsoeverfrom this project, only decreasedpropertyvalueé,
increasedhealthrisks, and increasedpollution. TexasCity receivesall thebenefitsfrom
theproject,they shouldbe theonesthatshoulderthe increasedrisks.

~ ~Y\G_~~ ~
PaulandMaryWatson
40 N. OmegaDrive
LaMarque, Tx. 77568
409-908-9148

P&MW-5

P&MW-1: See response to ELi-7.

P&MW-2: Section 4.2.2.7 of the ElS addresses hurricane evacuation
issues.

P&MW-3: See response to ELi -i.

P&MW-4: Comments noted. Any actions taken within the TxDOT right-of-
way are the responsibility of TxDOT. Alterations or modifications to existing
or improved roadways are also the responsibility of TxDOT.

P&MW-5: See responses to ELi-7 and TM-3.

P&MW-1

P&MW-2

P&MW-3

P&MW-4
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C&CW — Charlotte and Charles Westerlage letterPUBLIC WORKSHOP AND HEARING ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

CITYOF TEXAS CITY’S PROPOSED
SHOAL POINT CONTAINER TERMINAL PROJECT

JANUARY 29, 2002
WORKSHOP 5:00 — 6:30 PM; HEARING STARTS AT 7:00 PM

COMMENT FORM

This form is provided for your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
City of Texas City’s proposedShoal Point Container Terminal project. Please use the space below,
attaching additional pages If necessary.The form may be deposited in the comment box, or mailed to
the address provided below. We appreciate your interest in and contributions towards this project.

Comments:

L~-L~, )fL#. ~/�dA.~L.~-1Z~f ,~~r-ii’l~ ~

*á? .. ~ ~&6I~L,

~2~t ~& .~ ~ 7~Z~LJ~-n~--

~~)tl~t-R~t ,~LA-~tz~‘-?z~~e~-1~1~zh~ ~

~ C’~e~.
£~-‘~- i~/t~ ~ ~4

4 )~r~Ac~t‘~6~e.~L1L~~t

~ ~.. TPñ?z4rzd.

c&cw-1

C&CW-2

C&CW-1: Information regarding railroad crossing impacts is presented in

Section 4.2.2.5 for the Shoal Point alternative.

C&CW-2: See response to comment ELi-8.

Mall your commentsby FEBRUARY 18, 2002to:

Sharon Manzella Tirpak
Regulatory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Please Print
Your Name a.~-
Address P~�

~-. ~ rr. 774~)

440622/020135 J-i77



WNY—W.N. Young letterW. N. Young
29 N. Curlew
LaMarque,TX 77568 WNY-1: Comment noted. See responses to VBV-1, VBV-4, and ELi-5,

February 10, 2002 WNY-2: See response to ELi-i. Comment noted.

SharonManzellaTirpak
RegulatoryBranch,CESWG-PE-RE
U.S.Army Corps of Engineers
P.O.Box 1229
Galveston,TX 77553-1229

Dear Sirs,

I am adamantlyopposedto usingthe feederroadoutsideof OmegaBay for —i
the truck traffic to the ShoalPointproject. The congestion,noiseandsafety] WNY-1
factorsmakethisroutetotally unacceptable.

TheCorp shoulddemandthatanewaccessroadbe built northof Omega —l WNY-2
Bay,roughlyadjacentto the flood control levee.

Thankyou for your consideration.

Sincerely,

W. N. Young
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DDZ — Deborah Zendt letter (Identical letter received from John A. Zandt.)‘~ll f~turpk~./Lr~.

~ ~ DDZ-1: See responses to VBV-i, SC-2, VBV-4, ELi-5, and ELi-6.

icbr~ ~ leo?—

DDZ-2: See response to ELi-7.
a,’ô~ ‘t~&~-ie.ii&T~J~ DDZ-3: Seeresponse to ELi-i.

DDZ-4: Comment noted.

,~O.O. L~rx /?~

~ TX ~~c3- ~

~: AJ~~ ~ S/~ri~/~-f

~ Or~&? ~- C~4~ ~

~ ~ ~os~�~L -~ ‘+kL.~i i1
1s~iç

~Q So ~ ~ ~
0-4 ~-4t~~rL4.dc -P~ t&’I~e Aa~~)�~

AJQ~.-a..Q jcf~I~e ~&
1

JctciS ~ C-~
1

~ -

~: ~ S~i~O-~~ ~ ~
~wice (~)Q~~s,5c4’t~ k&z.a~-d~.- -~-c~-fr~f~c‘~ h~i2a.rc~c’vs
(4o~~ ~ ~ ~j~( C.ar(~

‘~ (~-~k~o~ ~-i/~ pr~ed ~Q a~

~ ~-C~ ‘~-C&.a~d~Iss~s ~-t L~ (.ocd~r ~ DDZ-2

O~ t/Q~r~ d~+A~&~ct~4 ~\ Or~3~i~Z~-

+tc~~ lci~ ~ *o ~j&~45tA.* 0 ~ r~.o-

- - - ~ 06 ~ ne~ a~c~ss DDZ-3

-f~S proc~LCf~

-to See ‘f&i.’~I p r’,&o~. 1
o.c ~ ~ . J DDZ-4

1~)o~iC
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APPENDIX J-4

PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES



Page 1
1 U.S. ARMYCORPS OF ENGINEERS
2 GALVESTONDISTRICT

3 SHOAL POINT CONTAINERTERMINAL
4 PUBLIC HEARING
5 JANUARY 29, 2002
6 CHARLES T. DOYLE CONVENTION CENTER
7 TEXAS CITY, TEXAS
8 7:00 P.M.

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Page 2
1 COL. WATERWORTH:Could I please
2 have you move to your seats, please?
3 Good evening, ladies and gentlemen.
4 Welcome. Thank you for coming this evening. I’m
5 Colonel Leonard Waterworth, the Commander and
6 District Engineer for the United States Corps of
7 Engineers, Galveston District.
8 For the record, let me state that

9 this hearing is being convened at 7:02, January
10 29th, 2002, in the Charles Doyle Convention Center,
11 Texas City, Texas.
12 As you know, the Corps released the
13 draft environmental impact statement on January 4,
14 2002, for a project proposed by the City of Texas
15 City. The city proposes to construct a six—berth
16 marine container terminal on an active dredge
17 material placement area known as Shoal Point.
18 The site is adjacent to Texas City
19 Channel and Galveston Bay and is located within
20 Texas City, Galveston County, Texas.
21 Before I discuss the ground rules,
22 there are a few things I’d like to say to help you
23 understand the purpose of tonight’s proceedings.
24 Tonight we are conducting a public hearing
25 associated with a draft environmental impact
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Page 3
1 statement.
2 The city has applied to the Corps
3 for a permit to construct wharfs, dredge berthing
4 areas and a turning basin and deepen the Texas City
5 Channel to 45 feet.
6 In addition, the proposal includes
7 placement of fill materials into the waters of the
8 United States, including wetlands, to construct the
9 access road and container yard.
10 The National Environmental Policy
11 Act, or NEPA, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors
12 Act and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act,
13 requires that the Corps conduct a public interest
14 review to determine the potential impacts on the
15 public welfare.

16 In addition, NEPA requires all
17 federal agencies undertaking an action that might
18 significantly impact the quality of human
19 environment to evaluate the potential impacts of

20 the proposed project and document the potential
21 impacts in an environmental impact statement.
22 While the environmental impact
23 statement process is separate from the permit
24 public interest review process, they are both
25 integral in my decision whether to deny or issue

Page 4
1 the permit.
2 The public notice regarding the
3 proposed project was issued on December 28, 2001.
4 The Corps is neither a proponent or
5 opponent of this project. Ultimately, we are the
6 decision-makers who have to decide if the proposed

7 project is contrary to the best public interests.
8 As such, we are trying to gather as
9 much information as possible in a timely manner to
10 allow us to make an informed decision. Tonight, we
11 are soliciting comments on the draft environmental
12 impact statement and the permit application.
13 But at this point, I’d like to
14 recognize some of the elected officials and
15 representatives that we have in attendance this
16 evening.
17 First of all we have Nick Saum.
18 He’s representing state representative Craig
19 Eiland. Nick, where are you? Thank you very much
20 for coming tonight.
21 We also have Mike Jackson, state
22 senator. Sir. Thank you.
23 Mr. Jim Yarbrough, Galveston County
24 Judge. Sir. Thank you very much for attending.

25 And as you all know, we have Carlos
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Page 5
1 Garza, Mayor of Texas City, Texas. Sir.
2 MAYORGARZA: Thank you, Colonel.
3 COL. WATERWORTH:We also have
4 attending tonight Dennis Rygaard, Mayor of La
5 Marque. Sir.
6 And Natalie Ong, mayor pro tern, City
7 of El Lago. Good to see you again, Natalie.
8 I would also like to introduce the
9 persons at the head table. To my far right, we
10 have Dolan Dunn, chief of regulatory branch at the
11 Galveston District, and Mr. Mark Lumen, Office of
12 Counsel.
13 And also assisting me tonight

14 Mr. Fred Anthamatten who is the Chief of Policy
15 Analysis Section with the Regulatory Branch.

16 And where is Sharon. There we go.
17 Ms. Sharon Tirpak, the regulatory project manager
18 to the proposed Shoal Point Project, and Ms. Cecil
19 Green from PBS&J, the third—party contractor
20 responsible for preparing the draft environmental
21 impact study.
22 Finally I’d like to introduce
23 Marilyn Uhrich and Michelle Castelline from our
24 public affairs. And where are they? Hiding in the

25 corner. Okay.

Page 6
1 I thought public affairs is supposed
2 to be well forward to take most of the hot rounds.
3 At this point, all of you should
4 have registered at the tables located at the

5 entrance. If you haven’t, please do so that we
6 have an accurate count of record of the people
7 attending the hearing.

8 If you wish to speak, you should
9 have also filled out a speaker registration card.
10 These registration cards will be used to determine
11 the order of speakers this evening.
12 The format of tonight’s hearing will
13 begin with some brief opening comments from Mayor
14 Garza of Texas City representing the permit
15 applicant; and Ms. Cecilia Green of PBS&J who will
16 give the presentation on the draft EIS and the NEPA
17 process.
18 After that, I will open the floor

19 and recognize federal and state elected officials,
20 county judges and mayors who wish to speak.

21 After elected officials, we will
22 begin calling the public to make comments.

23 I will call five people up at a time
24 or one of us at the front desk will call five
25 people. And once your name is called, please
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Page 7
1 proceed to the chairs located behind the speaker’s

2 podium. We will turn the podium around so it
3 addresses me and we would ask you to move forward
4 to these seats here.
5 Each speaker will be given three
6 minutes to make their presentation. The time
7 keeper will be monitoring the time and will let you
8 know when you have 30 seconds left and when your

9 time is up.
10 When your time ends, please step
11 down and allow the next person the opportunity to

12 speak.
13 Once all five have spoken, the next
14 five will be called forward, and so on, until we
15 have given everybody to make their comments.
16 Everyone who has indicated a desire
17 to present a topic will have the opportunity to do
18 so. Please keep in mind your time is three minutes
19 or less. If you do not need the three minutes,
20 please help us move the process along and only take
21 the time you really need.
22 We have a court reporter recording
23 the transcript of tonight’s proceedings to ensure
24 everything presented is included in the official

25 record.

Page 8
1 A couple of additional ground
2 rules. You may not defer your time. If you have
3 additional comments that you would like to submit
4 beyond what you are able to address during your
5 time, please submit those in writing.
6 You should understand that written
7 comments, whether received tonight or any time
8 during the comment period, are just as valid and
9 count the same as verbal comments presented
10 tonight.
11 You may submit written comments this
12 evening by dropping them in the comments box at the

13 back of the room or you may submit them in writing
14 to our Regulatory Branch, U.S. Army Corps of
15 Engineers, P.O. Box 1229, Galveston, Texas,
16 attention Sharon Tirpak.

17 In order for your comments to be
18 considered, they must be postmarked no later than
19 February 18th.
20 Let me emphasize that we’re not here
21 this evening to take a vote on the merit of the
22 application; we’re here this evening to gather as
23 much new information as we can. Once someone has
24 made a particular point regarding the draft

25 environmental impact statement or the permit
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Page 9
1 application, there’s no need to repeat that point

2 again.
3 One final rule: Please be
4 courteous. Everyone deserves the opportunity to be
5 heard this evening, and I will ask for your help in

6 doing that.
7 At this point, I would like to

8 introduce Mayor Carlos Garza, Texas City, for his
9 opening remarks. Sir.
10 MAYORGARZA: Good evening. My name
11 is Carlos Garza. And as Mayor of the City of Texas
12 City, I want to take the opportunity to welcome

13 you, Colonel Waterworth, your staff, Senator Mike
14 Jackson, County Judge Jim Yarbrough, County
15 Commissioner Stephen Holmes, fellow mayor, mayors
16 pro tern, city counsel members, aldermen and the
17 many citizens that are here tonight to Texas City
18 and to our Doyle Convention Center. Join me in
19 issuing this warm welcome to our fellow
20 commissioners Allysa Landrum and Carl Sullivan who

21 join me here tonight also.
22 By way of an historical background,
23 this proposed container cargo terminal is located
24 at Shoal Point. Shoal Point previously known as
25 Snake Island is an active Texas City Channel

Page 10
1 maintenance dredge disposal site.
2 Texas City currently owns

3 approximately 375 acres which it purchased in 1968
4 from the State of Texas on Shoal Point.
5 In 1998, the City of Texas City
6 hired a consulting firm to perform a feasibility
7 study of Shoal Point to ascertain usability,
8 marketability, and competitiveness.
9 The study revealed that Shoal Point
10 could be developed as a container characterized
11 cargo terminal facility.
12 Subsequently, in late 1999, the city
13 issued a request for proposals.
14 In February 2000, based upon the

15 consultants’ findings, the City of Texas City filed
16 a United States Corps of Engineers permit
17 application for a container cargo terminal

18 project.
19 In April 2000, the City of Texas
20 City entered into a public/private partnership with
21 Stevedoring Services of America to privately build
22 and operate the terminal. In August 2000, an

23 independent third—party contractor was selected to
24 perform a full environmental impact statement as
25 required by NEPA.
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Page 11
1 In September 2001, the draft ElS was
2 submitted to the United States Army Corps of
3 Engineers.
4 In addition to the United States
5 Army Corps of Engineers permit, the city has been

6 working with the TNRCC as it relates to air, waste
7 water, and dredge usage issues.

8 It has been working with the Texas
9 General Land Office as it relates to land lease
10 of -- land lease of additional 634 acres of land at
11 Shoal Point.
12 It has been working with the United
13 States Coast Guard to deal with issues of
14 navigational safety.
15 It has been working with the Texas
16 Department of Transportation to deal with highway
17 intersection issues and it has been working with
18 other state and other federal agencies.
19 Since the inception of this program,

20 the City of Texas City has been committed to an
21 open process and the involvement of active and
22 interested groups.
23 One of my first tasks after I became
24 mayor in May of 2000 was to send a letter to
25 Colonel Beekler stating that, quote, “The public

Page 12
1 has the right to know about the project,” unquote,
2 and authorizing the Corps of Engineers to, quote,
3 “Make available to the public data involving the
4 E1S and the permitting process.”
5 This project, the Shoal Point
6 terminal, will be built in three phases over an
7 estimated 15-year period or as market demands
8 justify. The initial phase will include a 125—acre
9 container yard, two berths, a land-side access
10 corridor along an adjacent channel, the deepening
11 of the existing Texas City Channel from its current
12 40—foot depth to a 45—foot depth, the construction
13 of a new turning basin and the construction of a
14 new shallow water habitat using dredge materials

15 from new construction and ongoing maintenance.
16 Phase II will add another 125 acres
17 along with two additional 1000 foot berths.
18 Phase III will complete the terminal

19 with an additional 150 acres and two additional
20 berths, bringing a total terminal size to a
21 400-acre footprint and six berths.
22 A 50-year dredge material disposal
23 plan will accommodate 50 years of maintenance
24 dredging, meet the project needs for construction
25 material, and beneficially use dredge material to
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Page 13
1 restore and/or create habitat.
2 This effort has involved the U.S.
3 Army Corps of Engineers, the resource agencies, bay
4 user groups and environmental organizations.
5 The economic impact of this Texas
6 City international terminal, assuming the
7 construction occurs in three phases, Phase I will
8 have a total capital cost of approximately $150
9 million, with Phase II and Phase III each costing
10 approximately $100 million.
11 I want to emphasize at this juncture
12 that this is private capital, not public money,
13 being used to construct this facility.
14 The terminal construction costs will
15 be borne by our private sector partner, Stevedoring
16 Services of America.
17 The construction impacts, Phase I

18 will create 1100 jobs over --- per year, over the
19 estimated 24 to 30 month construction period.
20 Phase II and Phase III will each

21 generate a total of 700 new jobs for each estimated
22 two—year construction period.

23 Phase I construction will generate
24 approximately $28 million per year in salaries.
25 Phase II and Phase III construction will each

Page 14
1 generate a total of $18 million per year in
2 salaries.
3 Local and state tax revenues during
4 the construction alone were estimated at $19
5 million per year during Phase I. Phase II and
6 Phase III will each generate $12 million per year.
7 Once this terminal becomes
8 operational, Phase I will produce approximately 700
9 new jobs with total wages of $28 million per year.
10 Phase II will create an additional 250 new jobs and
11 by Phase III, it is estimated the total employment

12 will be at 1900 persons.
13 During the operating process of this

14 terminal, local and state revenue —- local and
15 state tax revenues during Phase I operations alone
16 will be approximately $10 million per year.
17 By Phase III, total payments in
18 local and state tax revenues will be approximately
19 $25 million per year. I want to emphasize at this
20 juncture that the workforce involved in the loading
21 and unloading of containers at the terminal will be
22 conducted by ILA, union workers.
23 In conclusion, I know that the
24 citizens of La Marque particularly in Omega Bay and
25 Bayou Vista have expressed some concerns about the
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Page 15
1 traffic.

2 Let me say that I have met with
3 County Judge Jim Yarbrough, Mayor Dennis Rygaard,
4 two aldermen from Bayou Vista and Mayor Ken
5 Huffsteder of Dickinson. We share your concerns.

6 Let me emphasize that FM 519 has never been
7 discussed as a truck route.
8 The alternate truck route proposed
9 by the residents of Omega Bay and Bayou Vista, in
10 my opinion, is a viable alternative. Judge
11 Yarbrough, Mayor Rygaard and I, as Mayor of Texas
12 City, have agreed to discuss this option with the

13 Texas Department of Transportation and to work
14 together to obtain funding for this option.

15 We agree, I agree, that our
16 neighboring citizens and neighboring communities
17 should not have to weight 10, 12 or 15 years for a
18 solution. Texas City wants to bring new economic
19 opportunities to this area of the county, and to
20 the Texas Central Gulf Coast Region, but we also
21 want to be good neighbors.
22 Colonel Waterworth, this is a great
23 project. I believe that the needs of our country
24 and of this state for future cargo being
25 transported over water routes can be served by this

Page 16
1 project.
2 I believe that all the potential

3 impacts of our project as well as the needs and
4 welfare of our people have been satisfactorily
5 addressed in the draft environmental impact

6 statement.
7 I ask that the United States Army
8 Corps of Engineers issue the permit. Thank you.
9 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very
10 much, Mayor.
11 Now I’d like to ask Ms. Cecilia
12 Green to come forward from PBS&J.
13 MS. GREEN: I have a couple of
14 slides for you, if we can get those up.
15 Well, I don’t want to delay this.
16 We’ll keep working on getting the slides up, but
17 it’s the same information that was presented in the
18 EIS process chart that you may have seen during the
19 open house a few minutes ago.
20 I just want to give you a brief
21 summary of the EIS process and where we are in that
22 process with the Shoal Point project.
23 There’s the slide. The flow chart

24 gives you the general steps in the process. And
25 I’ll give you some dates for those steps in a few
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1 minutes.
2 As can you see from this chart, if
3 you can read it, the initial steps in the process
4 involve a preliminary review of the project to
5 determine whether a more detailed review is
6 warranted.
7 In August of 2000, the Corps of
8 Engineers determined that they would require an
9 environmental impact statement for the Shoal Point
10 Container Terminal Project.
11 That was followed by a notice of
12 intent to prepare an ElS, which initiated the
13 formal scoping process.
14 Some of you may have attended the
15 scoping meeting held here in October of 2000.
16 Since that time, the project team

17 has been working on preparation of the draft EIS.
18 As a result of the issues raised
19 during the scoping process, we established working
20 groups to address the key issues that had been

21 identified. These working groups were made up of
22 members of the project team along with
23 representatives of local, state, and federal

24 agencies.
25 Most of the working groups met

Page 18
1 monthly from November 2000 through July 2001.
2 Key issues addressed by these groups
3 included air quality, land transportation, water
4 transportation, dredge material management and
S alternatives.
6 We also held meetings with

7 stakeholders during the EIS preparation process and
8 we held a public workshop here in April of 2001.
9 Input from these meetings and from the working
10 groups was incorporated into the draft EIS as

11 appropriate.
12 Availability of the draft EIS was
13 announced in the Federal Register on January 4th,

14 2001 which initiated the 45—day public comment
15 period.
16 Tonight we’re holding the public
17 hearing to solicit your comments on the draft EIS.

18 That’s the red box on the slide that you see on the
19 screen. The next step in the process is to prepare
20 the final EIS. As part of this process, we will be
21 preparing responses to the comments received from
22 you during the comment period on the draft EIS.
23 The final EIS will be available for
24 a 30-day review and comment period. The Corps will
25 then use the results of this entire process to
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1 assist them in making the decision on the Section
2 10, Section 404 permit for the Shoal Point
3 Project.

4 Their decision will be presented in
5 the form of a record of decision or ROD.

6 The next slide provides some dates
7 for key activities in the process I just
8 described.
9 As you can see, the permit
10 application was originally submitted to the Corps
11 in April of 2000. It was determined complete in

12 August of 2000 and the Corps determined that an EIS
13 would be required and issued a notice of intent to
14 prepare an EIS later that same month.
15 The scoping meeting was held here on
16 October 3rd, 2000, and the draft SIS has been a
17 preparation since that time.
18 As I mentioned before, we held a
19 public workshop on April 24, 2001 and a notice of
20 availability for the draft E1S was issued on
21 January 4, 2002.
22 The green text on the slide
23 indicates where we are today in the process, that
24 is the 45-day comment period and public hearing.
25 The activities in red are yet to be

Page 20

1 completed and include the preparation of the final
2 EIS, public review of the final EIS and the Corps
3 record of decision on the permit action.
4 COL. WATERWORTH:Cecilia, thank you
S very much. This evening we’ve got three elected
6 officials that would like to make comments.
7 Senator Mike Jackson, would you
8 please come forward. Sir, which way would you like
9 to face, would you like to talk to me or talk to
10 the audience?
11 SENATORJACKSON: That’s fine.
12 You’re the boss. Good evening, Colonel. I
13 appreciate the opportunity to be here today. And a
14 very wise gentleman once told me that you would
15 never be criticized for making too short of a

16 speech, so I am going to try to adhere to that
17 advice here tonight.
18 But just a few comments to make. We
19 have an opportunity right here that I think is
20 outstanding for a facility of this magnitude to be

21 done with the public/private partnership relation
22 that we have right here tonight in this opportunity
23 here.
24 We have companies that operate these
2S types of facilities all over the world with lot of
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Page 21 1 experience that are involved here, it’s a very
2 positive reinforcement for the support of this
3 project.
4 Another item that I think is
5 outstanding is the location of this facility is
6 completely within an existing industrial area, far
7 removed from any residential areas, which is not
8 the case in another facility that you’re looking at
9 right now a little bit north of here.
10 It’s supported by local residents,
11 local elected officials, industry, labor and
12 business organizations, the pilots of Galveston and
13 Texas City, the TNRCC and the General Land Office
14 and the State of Texas.

15 As Mayor Garza said a moment ago,
16 the only concerns that have been voiced to me from

17 anywhere in this community have been recently by --

18 on traffic issues and getting trucks in and out of
19 the facility and on to the freeway on 45 and as he

20 stated, there are also Judge Yarbrough and Mayor
21 Garza and other mayors and counsel are working on
22 that to come up with an alternate route that will
23 satisfy the concerns of those people in that
24 community.
25 And I want to express to you tonight

Page 22
1 that as my office as State Senator in the State of
2 Texas, if I can be of any assistance with the
3 working with the Texas Department of Transportation
4 I will give my full efforts in resolving those
5 issues and concerns for those communities right
6 there.
7 It seems as though there’s a real

8 easy way to fix that that could possibly even save
9 the state some money as opposed to what they’re
10 planning to do right now, so that looks good.
11 The location again of the facility
12 is, I think, is a very big positive for this as far
13 as access to the Gulf of Mexico, access to the
14 deeper water in a more rapid pace as well as all of
15 the infrastructure that’s existing here for
16 transportation once those ships come to dock.
17 The City of Texas City I think ought
18 to be commended for their openness in this whole
19 project. When this first started up, what, a year
20 and-a—half ago, they were Out expressing and openly
21 showing and soliciting input from people about this
22 project from the very beginning which is very, very
23 positive in my point of view, it’s the way that it

24 ought to be done and they’ve done an outstanding
25 job like this.
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Page23 1 Again, these type of projects are
2 exactly what we need in this area. I’m not going

3 to go back over all the facts and the figures that
4 the mayor had, but when you have a private company
S doing this, we’re taking a piece of land that is
6 now not generating any monies in any way, tax—wise

7 for the states or local entities, and to bring it
8 to fruition and to be able to put up numbers that
9 go into the public school system and go to the
10 city, go to the state and other entities in
11 government is a very above deal.
12 And I just wanted to be here tonight
13 to say I’m in full support of this project. And I
14 know that you’re going to do a good job about
15 making sure the impacts on our bay which we’re all
16 very concerned about and want to do the least
17 amount of disruption that we can do there, you’ll
18 do a fine outstanding job there, I know.
19 And again, I want to make sure that
20 I want to exhibit my support for this project. And
21 I thank you for having me here.
22 COL. WATERWORTH: Thank you very

23 much, Senator.
24 I’d like to call forward County
25 Judge Jim Yarbrough from Galveston County.

Page 24 1 JUDGE YARBROUGH: Colonel, thank
2 you. I appreciate your giving me the opportunity
3 the speak tonight.
4 First we want to thank the Corps of

5 Engineers not only for this partnership but
6 Galveston County enjoys a great relationship with
7 the Corps on a number of projects and we appreciate
8 the professional assistance that you gave us in
9 making projects safe and sound and making those
10 projects become a reality and we want to thank you
11 and your staff.
12 This is a rare opportunity; as we
13 see it, a win/win situation. Above and beyond just
14 a pure private sector dollar investment that’s

15 going to be made, which is probably the largest
16 project —- stands to be the largest project in
17 literally a generation for this county.
18 It has the opportunity to put local

19 people to work. It has obviously positive impact
20 as far as tax base and tax values for the public

21 entities that are involved. It creates jobs. It
22 creates the opportunity for us to expand the

23 quality of life with those jobs here in Galveston
24 County.
25 And it also does another thing. It
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1 moves us a step closer to being a true partner in
2 this regional economy; that this project will not
3 only impact the mainland portion of Galveston
4 County but the entire county, but this entire
5 region. And we think that this business is good

6 business for southeast Texas and this part of the
7 United States.
5 I would also like to take a minute

9 to commend Mayor Garza and his staff, and former
10 mayor Chuck Doyle. To reiterate what Mike Jackson
11 said, the openness in which they’ve handled this
12 process has been outstanding.
13 They’ve come across challenge after
14 challenge, issue after issue over the last several
15 years, and they have successfully found solutions
16 to each issue. And the one good thing about open

17 government and public hearings like tonight, when
18 people have an opportunity to scrutinize the
19 project such as this, issues percolate that are
20 important to people.
21 And most recently our neighbors in
22 Omega Bay, La Marque, the other parts of La Marque,
23 Bayou Vista, Tiki Island, the ingress and egress
24 around -- the transportation issue coming and going
25 from this facility is a legitimate issue.

Page 26
1 And we appreciate it being brought
2 to your attention. Mayor Garza has already had a
3 meeting with local officials to talk specifically
4 about the concerns of transportation around the
5 Texas City Wye. We are going to work shoulder to
6 shoulder as partners with them to deal with the
7 issue.
8 We’ve already got a meeting set up
9 with the Texas Department of Transportation in
10 early February.
11 We think the —- for lack of a better
12 term, the Exit 9 alternative off of Interstate 45
13 makes good sense, not only from helping protect the
14 neighborhoods and the communities around the Texas

15 City Wye, but it also makes good economic sense.
16 We think as we further analyze it, it will prove up
17 to be a much quicker, safer transportation route
18 for the trucks that come in and Out of our new port

19 facility.
20 So I’m just here to say that
21 Galveston County is very supportive of the
22 project. We encourage the Corps to move with
23 proper judicial haste but we encourage you to issue
24 the permit is what I guess I’m trying to say.
25 I was thinking of Kelly’s on 1—45.
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1 But we encourage you to issue the permit, that we
2 do think it’s a very important project.
3 And again want to commend Mayor
4 Garza and his staff for the fine work that they’ve
5 done up to this point. Thank you.

6 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very
7 much, Judge.
8 I’d like to ask Dennis Rygaard to
9 come forward, Mayor of La Marque.
10 MAYORRYGAARD: Thank you, Colonel.
11 As the mayor of the City of La Marque, I represent
12 the people in the City of La Marque. And as a lot

13 of people here know, I’m also a resident of Omega
14 Bay. So I’ve got a double issue, okay? I really
15 don’t have an issue.
16 You’ve used some words tonight
17 opponent, proponent, we’ve heard win, lose, we’ve
18 heard “us,” “them,” over about the last year or so
19 around issues with the proposed port.
20 And as several people in the room
21 know that the mayor and other folks and I have had
22 conversations and Councilman Ostein from District C
23 in La Marque has been involved in the process to
24 try and find resolution and solutions to the issues
2S that we have.

Page 28
1 As you heard tonight, one of the
2 biggest issues is the traffic issue around Bayou
3 Vista, and the impact it could have on Tiki, Omega
4 Bay, and folks that live in the City of La Marque
5 proper, with the 519.
6 So this was a topic of discussion,

7 and Alderman Bill Jackson here represented Bayou
8 Vista at the mayors and councilmen’s meeting on
9 January 9. Following that meeting, we had some

10 conversations with Mayor Garza, and he pulled
11 together all the mayors, aldermen from those
12 surrounding entities, as you’ve already heard, and
13 we had a pretty productive meeting.

14 But at that meeting, I heard once
15 again that all those entities support the project
16 but not at the expense of the surrounding
17 communities. And they listened.
18 In that room, we all reached
19 consensus in a short period that we needed to do
20 something different. And there needed to be an

21 alternate route. Most of the issues were around
22 which exit on the highway.
23 So we came up with a workable plan
24 to says simply by moving the exit route from Exit 7
25 to Exit 9 and getting assurance that FM 519, Main
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1 Street, La Marque would not be an alternate route
2 or truck traffic main thoroughfare, we could work
3 the issue Out.
4 I can assure you that night when we
5 left the meeting, Judge Yarbrough and Mayor Garza
6 drove that route to get a feel for the lay of the
7 land.
8 They’ve also already done some
9 studies about the distance that as you said,
10 there’s an opportunity here for the state to even
11 trim some costs with this alternate plan and
12 improve public safety. So we decided that was the
13 way to go.
14 As I said, it will provide for
15 better public safety, it actually give us two lanes
16 where we currently have one, it will lessen the
17 noise and traffic jams and will mitigate the impact

18 on the surrounding residents, existing residential
19 communities.
20 But as I said, Main Street, Exit 7

21 are not the right answer. Exit 9 is the solution.
22 Mayor Garza and the Judge have
23 assured us that together we can work through these
24 issues -- and, Senator, we’re banking on your
25 support.

Page 30
1 I believe that we can make it
2 happen. If we do, we don’t have opponent,
3 proponent, win, lose, us and them, we have a
4 win/win, just based on the economic impact that
5 this project can bring to all the communities.
6 With the proposed changes and
7 assurances that we have heard, as I represent the
8 people of La Marque, we will have a resolution on
9 our next agenda supporting the project and we ask
10 that you issue the permit. Thank you.
11 COL. WATERWORTH: Thank you very
12 much, Mayor.
13 If I could ask Nick Saum to come

14 forward. He’s representing Craig Eiland.
15 MR. SAUM: Representative Eiland
16 sends his apologies that he was not able to be here
17 in person this evening. Traveling around having a
18 different day job tends to get you in places, he’s
19 stuck over in Beaumont right now in traffic.
20 COL. WATERWORTH: Could I ask you to
21 move a little bit closer to the mic so everybody
22 can hear you.
23 MR. SAUM: Certainly. The Texas
24 City Project is extremely important to this area.
25 It offers the opportunity to build our tax base, to
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1 bring new and more jobs into the area.
2 The importance that the
3 petrochemical industry that, you know, the port
4 industry plays in this area is significant, and we
5 feel that further development is the only way to
6 go.
7 In regards to the concerns the

8 constituents have had regarding traffic especially
9 around Omega Bay and Bayou Vista, Representative
10 Eiland is pleased to see that the county and the
11 TXDOT and the cities are willing to look for a
12 viable alternative.
13 We would like to offer our support
14 if there is anything our office can do to help work
15 Out these problems and resolve the situation.
16 Therefore, I would again like to reiterate our full
17 support of this program and for this application

18 and wish that -- it is our wish that you endorse
19 and issue the permit. Thank you.
20 COL. WATERWORTM:Thank you very
21 much for your comments, We’ll now proceed into the
22 open comment period.
23 At this point, we will call forward

24 five individuals. I’d ask you to take seats
2S forward behind the podium, and we will designate
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1 you to come up at the appropriate time to make your
2 comments.
3 Please keep your comments to three
4 minutes and there will be a time—keeper off to your
S right which will give you an indication when you
6 get to the 30-second mark.
7 MR. DUNN: First five speakers we
8 have is Billie Moore, S. J.”Sonny” Manuel-- I’m
9 going to apologize first on this -- Pangiotis

10 Pontikas, P-o—n—t-I-k-a-s. Sorry. John Astad and
11 Bill Schotfeldt. Please come forward.
12 And the first speaker will be Billie
13 Moore.
14 MS. MOORE: Hi, my name is Billie

15 Moore. And I want to thank Texas City for having
16 us use this beautiful facility to have this
17 meeting. And I also want to thank all of you who
18 worked so hard to get this together.
19 A public hearing is an unusual thing
20 sometimes, but I do want to thank you for allowing
21 to us speak frankly.
22 I’m the president of the board of
23 directors of the Galveston County Municipal Utility
24 District Number 12 in Bayou Vista and it includes
25 Omega Bay and original Bayou Vista and Bayou
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The container terminal is probably a
great thing for Texas City and we do support that.
But the devastation that it would cause if the
traffic is allowed to go through where it is routed
now, of f of 45 in front of Omega Bay, and back up
197, it’s really giving us the negative brunt of
Texas City’s good fortune. And we’re not knocking

it, we want to support the terminal. We want you
to give them the permit for sure.

We strongly oppose the route.
The tax base of our municipal

utility district is determined by the value of the
homes that are in our district. If this negative
impact goes forth and doesn’t change —- and I’m so
glad to hear about the conversations and so forth
that’s going on now, but if that original route
that we’ve all heard about is allowed to happen,
who would buy, knowingly knowing that, who would
buy a home in that area. So the area would be
certainly devalued.

And that tax base allows us to pay
the bonded indebtedness on our new sewer treatment
plant. So there’s just consequences all over the
place.
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1 We all know about projects that
2 haven’t been allowed to be developed because of
3 some endangered animal or bug like the Snail
4 Darters and the Attwater Prairie Chickens. I was
S on the Texas City Commission at the time that we
6 had planned — an airport was to be developed and
7 somebody found an Attwater Prairie Chicken.
8 I’m 30 seconds away from telling you
9 that we’re certainly is important as a Snail Darter
10 and an Attwater Prairie Chicken, although they’re
11 great. And we really are just respectfully
12 requesting your consideration to support the route
13 down Exit 9 so it won’t impact anybody. And I’d

14 ask all the governmental entities to have
15 resolutions supporting Exit 9 and I think they
16 will. Thank you.

17 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very
18 much.
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

MR. DUNN: Sonnie Manuel.
MR. MANUEL: Colonel Waterworth and

your associates, thank you for allowing me the
time. Let me say this: I support the Shoal Point
Container Terminal. However, I do not believe that
one city should cause problems for its surrounding
neighbors.

PH-BM-4

1 PH-SJM-1 PH-SJM: Public Hearing-S.J. Manuel
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1 Vista

2
3
4
5
6
7

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

PH-BM-1

PH-BM-2

PH-BM-3

PH-BM: Public Hearing-Billie Moore

PH-BM-1: Comments noted.

PH-BM-2: Comment noted.

PH-BM-3: In regards to property values, see response to FL1-7.
Section 4.2.2 1 (Community Infrastructure and Municipal Services) of
the DEIS addresses potential impacts to the community, including to
local tax revenue, from the proposed project.

PH-BM-4: See response to FL1-1.
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1 Texas City Mayor Carlos Garza in the
2 local newspaper Friday, January 25, 2002, stated
3 that the concerns raised by Omega Bay and Bayou
4 Vista residents about increased traffic from the
5 proposed Shoal Point Container Terminal should be
6 addressed.
7 What comes with the traffic, also

8 causes pollution and more noise. Omega Bay and
9 Bayou Vista residents have always had the traffic
10 on its feeder road to Houston and Texas City.
11 These trucks using the above route
12 would not only create more traffic, it could also
13 cause damage to the overpasses that they travel
14 under on 1-45.
15 If just one truck should be carrying
16 a load too tall to go under these overpasses, it
17 will cause a lot of damage.
18 Omega Bay and Bayou Vista residents
19 have always had to endure flooded roads going to
20 Houston and Texas City because of the low area they
21 have to travel.

22 I believe I have an answer to the
23 concerns: An overpass that would be built over the
24 northbound traffic traveling to Houston and La

25 Marque as alternate route for the trucks traveling

Page 36
1 down 1-4S, just like the overpass that travels off
2 of Highway 3 and 146 going north towards Texas
3 City. This overpass could cross over at a
4 45—degree angle across the old Sunflower Trailer
5 Park and the end of the MontcO Landfill and come
6 Out on 146 and Loop 197. This would divert the
7 traffic from the Omega Bay exist.
8 This same overpass could be built
9 wide enough to handle the northbound traffic Out of
10 Texas City in the south end of La Marque and on to

11 Houston.
12 This property could be purchased by
13 the state and if the price of the land is not

14 reasonable, the state could buy it under the
15 eminent domain clause, that gives that person that
16 owns the property the fair market value for the
17 land.
18 When I was on the La Marque city
19 counsel, it was brought out to our attention that
20 there was going to be a truck stop in La Marque
21 between 1—4S and Highway 519 to service these
22 trucks and would supply them with parts if any of
23 the repairs were needed. This road was to cross
24 the end of the golf course and exit on to 519 by
25 the VFW Hall.
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1 La Marque does not need the
2 additional traffic or pollution. We have enough
3 problems with the 18—wheelers that we now have

4 driving through our city.
5 If Texas City is to gain from this
6 revenue, they should bear responsibility for the
7 upkeep of the roads and traffic jams.
8 Omega Bay is part of La Marque.

9 They are considered a small bedroom community like
10 the rest of La Marque and let’s keep it that way.
11 COL. WATERWORTH: Sir, that
12 concludes your time.
13 MR. MANUEL: Sir?
14 COL. WATERWORTH: Sir, you’re out of

15 time. Can you conclude your remarks very quickly?
16 MR. MANUEL: I just have a short
17 statement to finish if you would let me, please.
18 COL. WATERWORTH: Please.
19 MR. MANUEL: I’m speaking on behalf
20 of all Galveston County citizens for their health
21 and safety.
22 A truck stop like I mentioned is now
23 in perfect location in the south end of Highway
24 146. Let the City of Texas City buy the old
25 Central Freight Line property and service the

Page 38

1 trucks there.
2 La Marque city council needs to look

3 ahead for this problem in the near future. The
4 citizens do not need or want the additional
S problems with the trucks.
6 There will be between 2000 and 2300
7 trucks by day traveling to Texas City terminals and
8 back. Within a 12-hour period, they average 191 an
9 hour between the hours of 7:00 am. and 7:00 p.m.
10 This would not only hurt La Marque
11 Omega Bay, Bayou Vista, the traffic jams will kill
12 Galveston’s tourist business, especially Dickens on
13 the Strand, Mardi Gras, spring break, the chapel
14 and other functions that Galveston may have.
15 COL. WATERWORTH: Sir, again your
16 time is up. Thank you for your remarks.
17 MR. MANUEL: I would hope that the
18 City of Texas City while they’re building the
19 terminal will hire local labor from Galveston
20 County and not go to the outside. Thank you for

21 your time.
22 COL. WATERWORTH: Thank you very
23 much, sir.
24 MR. DUNN: Mr. Pontikas. And I

2S apologize again if I’m butchering your name.

PH-SJM-2: Comment noted.

PH-SJM-1

PH-SJM-2
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1 MR. PONTIKAS: My name is Pontikas,

2 and first I would like to congratulate the former
3 mayor, Mr. Doyle that he had the idea to start

4 with; and second, Mr. Carlos Garza, our mayor, for
5 finishing the job. I hope, you know, that would

6 be, you know, approved by all the authorities.
7 But I’d like to emphasize something
8 that I read the paper and the last, you know, six
9 months, and I have read different concerns that
10 people have. Safety, traffic, pollution and
11 noise.

12 Safety there is not a problem
13 because being a sea captain myself, you know, for a
14 long time, we have international, national, state,
15 county, city, you know, safety measures where, you

16 know, that can be solved, there is not any problem
17 on that, on the safety.
18 The little noise that they’re
19 talking still we can limit it a little bit by
20 having somebody to inspect the, you know, trucks
21 that they will come into the city that they have
22 been qualified to travel, not having so much
23 pollution, you know, some of the trucks they do,
24 and as well, you know, the traffic, where they will
25 start they will have space only for one I believe,
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1 or ship or probably two. That’s going to be about

2 300 of them. The problems we start then, then,
3 then, you know, they can figure out, you know,
4 additional traffic routes and all that. So there
S is not a problem. The problem is going to come
6 somewhere after 10, iS years, but until then, you
7 know, we can figure out the additional problems and
8 find solutions to those.
9 Now, the benefits, a lot of people
10 said the benefits that the state and the city would
11 have, there are more than that. Here we’re talking
12 about a thousand houses, 600 houses, and 300
13 houses, that they will try to build, this is not
14 because for anything else than what it costs for
15 that. That’s going to be additional income for the
16 school district as well as the cities and
17 everything else.
18 That’s another benefit that people,
19 they cannot figure out yet. I have been already
20 approached from a company up in Houston to open a
21 big warehouse, you know, for shipping, as a ships
22 handler to provide the ships with certain things

23 that they buy.
24 All the seamen that will come I used

25 to be a seaman, I know when we would go out, we
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PH-P-I: Comments noted. Sections 4.2.2 (Roadway Traffic Impact
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address potential traffic safety, noise, and economic impacts related
to the proposed project.
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1 would spend money everywhere.
2 So I figure, you know, that it is

3 time, you know, just to approve that and still I
4 would like to, you know, just congratulate the
5 people that they had the idea and they’re finishing

6 the job right now. Thank you.
7 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very
8 much, sir.
9 MR. DUNN: John Astad.
10 MR. ASTAD: Howdy. This is John
11 Astad. Thank you for coming down here, Colonel,
12 and everyone, and letting the public opportunity to
13 give our view points.
14 My name is John Astad. I’m a
15 resident of Santa Fe, Galveston County, also
16 another seafarer. All I ask for is a tall ship and
17 a star to steer her by.
18 But what we are talking about the
19 port here, it’s -- the potential port, it’s an
20 exciting time here for Texas. It really is.
21 It’s a lot of opportunity for the

22 whole region here and, you know, as a mariner, it’s
23 more jobs for seafarers, more jobs for ships
24 captains, more jobs for the whole industry.
25 But more particularly, I’m seeing
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1 it’s an opportunity regionally for the area and
2 also for the state.
3 When you are reviewing this

4 application, I would also like you—all to take a
S look at the potential, the benefits to our national
6 security and economic vitality of our nation.
7 These times that are coming, it’s
S real important that our nation have a strong
9 merchant marine, and when times of national

10 defense, a sea container port will be very
11 beneficial. The sea containers, we have military
12 sea-lift command ships, we depend on container
13 ports, where we can load out.
14 And Texas City being where it’s at,

iS it’s really close to the Gulf of Mexico, so it
16 provides an easy out and an easy in for ships.

17 So you know, when you are looking at
18 the application, a lot of the speakers have been

19 speaking about regional positive aspects but we
20 also, what’s really exciting, we’re talking about

21 national and global issues, especially when we’re
22 talking about the economic security and vitality of

23 our nation.
24 When we look at the Pacific rim

2S countries and also trade in Latin America, it just

J

PH-JA-I

PH-JA-2

PH-JA: Public Hearing-John Astad

PH-JA-I: Comments noted. Section 4.2.20.7 (Household Income
Effects) of the DEIS discusses potential direct and indirect impacts to
average household income from construction and operation of the
proposed project.

PH-JA-2: Comments noted. See Section 3.20.4.4 of the FIES for
details on port security.
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1 is great for the whole nation for economics.
2 And I know you look at these issues,
3 too, and being with the Corps of Engineers, Army,
4 about the defense aspect, you’re well aware of it.
5 But as a local here in Santa Fe, I just, you know,
6 would like to put my input and I’m all for the port
7 also.
S I agree with all the other prior
9 speakers, how it’s really important to have an
10 alternate route, like Exit 9, I’m not very familiar
11 with the area, but we have to look at all the
12 issues and I’m all for Exit 9 also so it doesn’t
13 impact the other aspects of the neighborhood.
14 I know in the future a lot of people
15 who are concerned about environmental issues and
16 with new technologies coming in the nation now and
17 opportunities, there will be alternative fuels and
18 alternative emission standards. Right now we have
19 diesel trucks, we’re talking about a lot of
20 precursors for ozone, like sulfur dioxide and

21 nitrous oxide, but I think everyone should, you
22 know, any opponents of the port should look in the
23 future, we are having new technologies for
24 alternative fuel and it doesn’t have to be diesel
25 fuel. I think in the future, we’ll have
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1 alternative fuels and it wouldn’t impact the
2 communities.

3 COL. WATERWORTH:Excuse me, your
4 time is up. Could you please conclude your
S remarks?
6 MR. ASTAD: All right. I’ll
7 conclude it. Like I said, if we look at the
8 environmental issues and the defense issues of the
9 nation and the economic security of the nation, we,
10 all stakeholders work together, I believe this port

11 is a good issue at this time. I thank you for
12 giving me a chance to speak.
13 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very

14 much.
15 MR. DUNN: Bill Schotfeldt.
16 MR. SHOTFELDT: Bill Schotfeldt. I
17 appreciate the opportunity to be here this evening
18 along with the other people. I’m a resident of
19 Bayou Vista and I’m -- I’m going to say a real
20 estate investor. We own a number of homes there.
21 A lot of our people work in Houston. A lot of them
22 work in NASA. And the travel back and forth will
23 be a real problem if we put all those trucks down
24 there.
2S And we’ve heard all the facts about

PH-JA-3

PH-JA-4

PH-BS-I

PH-JA-4: Responses to EPA-i, EPA-2, and EPA-5 address the use
of equipment and best management practices to reduce potential
impacts to air quality.

PH-BS-i: Public Hearing-Bill Schotfeldt

PH-BS-I: As discussed in Section 4.2.19 of the DEIS, the
predominant impacts on traffic loads on IH 45 would be caused by
regional growth, with some additional impact, primarily in the form of
truck traffic from the proposed project. Some improvements will be
needed to accommodate projected traffic volumes, with or without
the project, to maintain an acceptable level of service.

As described in Section 4.2.2.6 of the DEIS, TxDOT has future plans
to widen the lH 45 main lanes and redesign the IH 45, SH 6 and SH
3 interchange. These improvements may take the container traffic
over or under lH 45, thereby lessening the container traffic impact on
the IH 45 frontage road.
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1 all the trucks and the problems. However, there
2 also those of us who live in Bayou Vista and Omega
3 Bay, you know, we live there for a reason. It’s a
4 type of -- they’re waterfront communities.
S And we kind of moved there and built
6 homes and lived there to have a different little
7 life-style and we’ve got a very nice one. And a
8 lot of us trade in Texas City as Mayor Garza
9 knows. I don’t know what Kroger’s would do if the
10 people at Bayou Vista and Omega Bay couldn’t get
11 her. You know, we’re that type of community.
12 So we do have a lot of interest in
13 this. I don’t think there’s anyone here tonight
14 who’s against the project. I think the whole
15 thing, and I don’t want to take up a lot of your
16 time, you’ve heard everybody say the same thing,
17 it’s that darn road. So if we can get that road

18 moved and everybody will approve it, I think you’ll
19 have a very happy group of people here. Thank you
20 for the opportunity.
21 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very
22
23
24
2S

much, sir.
MR. LUMEN: Okay, we are going to

call five more. Alistair MacNab, Jose Hernandez,
Ricky — or Rick Solis, Sr., Bill Jackson and Lissa

PH-BS-2

PH-BS-2: See response to FL1 -1.
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1 Evans-Cooper.
2 MR. MACNAB: Good evening,
3 gentlemen, Alistair MacNab -- can you hear me all
4 right? Alistair MacNab, president of the Greater
5 Houston Port Bureau.
6 I feel a little bit Out of place
7 here, because, of course, I’m not a citizen of
8 Texas City nor indeed do I -- am I terribly
9 familiar with the community here.
10 I would however commend Mayor Garza

11 for all the good work he’s done in creating this
12 program and supporting the project for Shoals
13 Island.
14 I’m here tonight, though, to
15 represent the cargo. The reason for the port, of
16 course, is trade and commerce. A port in itself is
17 of no value to anybody without ships coming and
18 going, and ships coming and going have no value
19 either without cargo to import or export.
20 Fifty percent of the cargo that is

21 destined for or originates in this area ends up in
22 Houston, Harris County. And unfortunately, it has
23 to get there by road because the ships can’t get to
24 every warehouse in town.

2S So the best solution to
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1 transportation problems on the land side must
2 surely be to get the deep—sea ships as close to

3 their marketplace as possible.
4 To me, if we find ourselves
5 discharging large numbers of containers here in

6 Texas City, moving the containers up 146 or along
7 225 or over 1—10 just seems to me that we’re

8 impacting on far, far too many bedroom communities
9 than strictly necessary.

10 I do see that according to the
11 numbers at the back, that about 30 percent of the
12 proposed traffic would go in that direction. I
13 think the citizens to the north of Texas City would

14 find that objectionable.
iS Certainly to even consider that the
16 containers would go out to 45 and then come back in
17 again is just not going to work.
18 The problem with the Bayport
19 terminal —- and I wish it well, I would just like
20 to think that we will have the opportunity of
21 creating numerous container terminals in Galveston
22 Bay as time goes on, but I think that the Army
23 Corps of Engineers has got a major problem, and
24 that is to build one terminal or to build more than

25 one terminal, or build none at all. It’s quite a
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1 difficult decision that you have in front of you.
2 My view is that Texas City is a good
3 idea, but it’s not the best idea for Galveston Bay

4 at this time. Thank you very much.
5 MR. LUMEN: Jose Hernandez.
6 MR. HERNANDEZ: I just wanted to say
7 that congratulations to the City of Texas City for
8 this project. I think it’s a good idea.
9 Unfortunately it’s not a good idea for the
10 residents Omega Bay and La Marque.
11 You heard all the other excuses why

12 this is so, but I want to tell you one more
13 excuse. If the truck line gets in front of the
14 entrance or exit of Omega Bay, if it blocks it, it
15 becomes deadly for us. I mean, it could happen.
16 The reason is that we have a heart
17 attack, fire and another emergencies and we dial
18 911, our support city, which is La Marque,

19 decides -- the emergency vehicle decides to come
20 down 1—4S, Exit 7 and finds they can’t get into

21 Omega Bay, this is what I mean that it becomes
22 deadly for us.

23 So I would like to ask the Corps not
24 to issue the permit until the originators of this

2S project come up with an alternate route for these
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PH-AM-i: Public Hearing-Alister MacNab
PH-AM-i

PH-AM-I: Comment noted.

PH-AM-2: Comments noted.

PH-AM-2 PH-AM-3: Comments noted.

PH-AM-3

PH-AM-4: Comment noted. The purpose of this EIS is to present
information to decision-makers and the public regarding potential
impacts from alternatives that meet the purpose and need for the
project, as defined in Section i .2 of the DEIS. The Bayport
alternative is presented in the EIS as a possible alternative.
However, the Shoal Point alternative is the applicant’s proposed
alternative.

This NEPA process was triggered by a Section 404 permit
application to the Corps. The Corps responds to these permit
applications as they are submitted and each is addressed

PH-AM-4 separately. At this time, there is no plan for a cumulative approach
to these facilities. Cumulative impacts, including the Port of Houston
Authority’s proposed Bayport Container Terminal (an action separate
from the proposed Shoal Point facility), were evaluated in Section 4.8
of the DEIS.

PHAM5 PH-AM-5: Comment noted.

PH-JH: Public Hearing-Jose Hernandez

PH-JH-I: Comment noted. See response to FL1-8 for more
information regarding emergency access.

PH-JH-2: Comment noted. See response to FL1-i regarding on-
going discussions about an alternative route.

PH-JH-i

PH-JH-2
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trucks. Thank you.
COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very

much, sir.

4 MR. LUMEN: Bill Jackson.
5 MR. JACKSON: Colonel, gentlemen.
6 I’m Bill Jackson, alderman with the city of Bayou
7 Vista. Most of everything I was going to say has
8 been discussed. We had our -- the biggest concerns
9 we had in Bayou Vista, of course, was the truck
10 traffic. We support the building of the port. It
11 would be very good for Galveston County and the
12 surrounding communities.
13 But in looking at the DEIS and
14 looking at the road traffic analysis and subsequent
15 data in there, we found all kinds of tables with
16 all kinds of problems with the tables. And the

17 data that was presented. There’s no discussion or
18 data really presented on the 2005, 201S, 100
19 percent truck traffic coming out of the port
20 because the intermodal railroads are not going to
21 be built until 2023 or 2025.
22 After analyzing it, just taking the
23 date out of the draft BIS, the reasons the Bayou
24 Vista citizens and Omega Bay and surrounding area
25 get extremely concerned and opposed to the proposed
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1 traffic routes, was that in 2005, we approximately
2 had about 100S trucks coming down Exit 7, 12 hours
3 a day, seven days a week. That’s 366,800 trucks a
4 year. And around 201S, we had about 1676 trucks

S coming down that little Exit 7, turning left trying
6 to go over to 197 which is approximately 611,700
7 700 trucks a year.
8 And there’s just no way Exit 7 and
9 our surrounding community can survive that amount
10 of environmental and human environment degradation
11 because our human environment would be so degraded
12 from air and noise pollution, from congestion,
13 we’re going to have wrecks, we’re going to have
14 fatalities, we’re going to have truck breakdowns,
15 it will be a nightmare, and that’s seven days a
16 week, 52 weeks a year.
17 So at the gracious wishes of Mayor
18 Garza, we met over here, and Judge Yarbrough and
19 other mayors of the cities and we sat down and we

20 came up with a solution that is not in the draft
21 E1S that we feel should have been in the draft HIS
22 at least in the mitigation section about even
23 though a road may not be built, a road can be

24 proposed to be built to alleviate environmental and
2S human environment degradation.

440622/020135
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1
2
3

PH-BJ: Public Hearing-Bill Jackson

PH-BJ-I: Prior to construction of a new intermodal facility, cargo to
be transported by train would be hauled from the terminal to an
existing railyard by truck.

PH-BJ-2: Comments noted. Please see responses to VBV-i, SC-2,
VBV-4, and FL1-5.

PH-BJ-i

PH-BJ-2
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Page 51 PH-BJ-3: Comment noted. See response to FLi-i.
1 And so the route, the Exit 9 shunt

2 which is about four-tenths of a mile over to 146 is
3a doable alternative mitigation solution that we
4 support 100 percent.
S And without it, then we have to
6 oppose the truck traffic getting to the port. But
7 with it, we support the port facility and say go
8 ahead and issue the permit. Thank you.
9 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very

MR. LUMEN: Okay. Lissa
Evans-Cooper. She’s not here.

Okay, next five speakers, Russell
Kiesling, Rusty Swaf ford, Evangeline Whorton,
Stephen Holmes, Carl Sullivan. And Russell

Kiesling will be the first speaker.
MR. KIESLING: Good evening,

Colonel. My name is Russell Kiesling and I’m on
the board of directors of Galveston County MUD
Number 12 and I also serve on the board of
directors of the Omega Bay Improvement Committee;
as such, I’m going to be double dipping tonight
because I think I represent residents from both of
those communities.

And if you’d indulge me, how many

Page S2
1 people here are from Omega Bay or Bayou Vista or
2 Bayou Vista, raise your hands, please. I didn’t
3 count them all but let the record show there are a
4 lot of us here tonight and I think that’s good
S because it really does highlight the kind of

6 concern that we, as citizens, have had for this
7 project.
8 Under the beat-the-dead-horse topic,
9 I won’t really go over the traffic issues, we all

10 know that’s the fundamental issue here tonight.
11 We’ve brought it up since the very first scoping
12 meetings and we’re very pleased with the
13 discussions that our local elected officials have
14 had here in the last few months or last few days as
15 far as looking at the alternative along Exit 9. We
16 think that’s the solution and we certainly
17 encourage them to go forward with that.
18 The problem that remains for me is
19 we don’t really have true assurances that the
20 solution is at hand; by that I mean you look at the
21 draft SIS and it’s got its traffic analysis in
22 there, our alternate route, although we suggested
23 it during the scoping process, it’s not in that
24 document now. I feel it’s real important that some

25 analysis be conducted, it be included as a -- a

10 much.
11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

PH-BJ-3

PH-RK-I

PH-RK: Public Hearing-Russell Kiesling

PH-RK-I & 2: Comments noted. Please see response to FL1-i.
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1 true alternate route in the draft or in the final
2 environmental impact statement.
3 And, if possible, it would be really
4 nice if the project sponsors would go ahead and
5 just list that as part of the project footprint so
6 it would become part of the permitted project; that
7 way the mitigation issues associated with it can
8 all be dealt with in one permit process. I think
9 that would be more efficient for the Corps process

as well.
So again, I want to express my great

appreciation to our elected officials. I think
they really done us a good service by listening to
us, by bringing our concerns and our ideas
forward.

And with that, I’ll just end the

rest of my time so we can get out of here early.
Thank you.

COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very

21 MR. LUMEN: Rusty Swaf ford.
22 MR. SWAFFORD:Good evening,
23 Colonel. I’m Rusty Swaf ford and I’m a resident of
24 Bayou Vista and I’m not going to rehash all of the
25 complaints that everybody else — it’s pretty
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1 obvious what the problem is.
2 I do want to applaud the efforts of
3 our elected officials to try to address this
4 situation. However, the comments that you’re
5 looking for tonight are on the draft environmental

6 impact statement itself and, you know, I’d like to
7 address what I believe to be numerous inadequacies
8 and inconsistencies in the traffic impact analysis
9 and I really believe it needs to be re-looked at
10 for the final impact -— environmental impact
11 statement.
12 NEPA requires an in-depth analysis
13 of the effect of the project on the human
14 environment. It also requires the action agency in
15 which, in this case, is the Corps of Engineers, to
16 assess the direct, secondary and cumulative impacts
17 of this project on the human environment to
18 evaluate alternatives to the project and to
19 investigate any mitigation options to those
20 impacts.
21 I don’t believe that that has been
22 done. You know, most of the analysis looking at it
23 comes out with no impacts primarily because when
24 you look at the traffic analysis, it’s all of the
25 modeling that was done was on the assumption of in
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20 much.

PH-RK-2
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PH-RS: Public Hearing-Rusty Swafford

PH-RS-I: See responses to RS-6, RS-8, and RS-24.
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1 2025 and 80 percent of the containers will be going

2 by truck, 20 percent by train and then all the
3 traffic patterns for the trucks are based on 42
4 percent of those trucks going on 1-4S, and 28
5 percent going 146 and then the rest going other

6 routes, that was the only numbers that were put
7 into the modeling efforts that was put into the
8 DEIS.
9 Apparently there was a traffic
10 analysis done by PBS&J, the port’s engineering
11 firm; however, you know, what happens if there’s 80
12 percent of that traffic going on the frontage road
13 or up 1—4S, none of the air -— your air, noise,
14 safety, traffic patterns were all based on those
15 model inputs.
16 And as anybody familiar with
17 modeling knows, you know, garbage in-garbage out.
18 So I think that, you know, the analysis of the
19 traffic impacts in the draft environmental impact
20 statement are inadequate and insufficient and
21 should be re—looked at for the final EIS.
22 Additionally, weaving analysis, I
23 couldn’t -- although I haven’t had time to look
24 totally at it, I could not find any analysis of
25 what happens -- already? Okay, I’ll just leave it

Page S6
1 at that. I will follow up with a letter to --

2 COL. WATERWORTH:If you would,
3 please, get it in the original --

4 MR. SWAFFORD: Because there are

S numerous things.
6 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very

MR. LUMEN: Evangeline Whorton.
MS. WHORTON: I would like those

from my organization Scenic Galveston that are here
to please stand. Thank you.

I’m Evangeline Whorton, Chairman of
Scenic Galveston, a grass-roots community-based
scenic and conservation organization founded in
1992.

16 Scenic Galveston owns 900 wetland
17 acres along Interstate 4S, south of the Texas City
18 interchange, more than five plus linear miles of
19 highway frontage and two plus miles of Bay
20 shoreline.
21 We speak tonight as a major
22 stakeholder in this important decision of
23 permitting Shoal Point Container Terminal.
24 In mid-2001, Scenic Galveston had a

2S very productive meeting with Texas City Mayor Garza

PH-RS-2: Comments noted.j PH-RS-3: See response to PLR-2 through PLR-5.

PH-RS-2

PH-RS-3

PH-EW: Public Hearing-Evangeline Whorton

PH-EW-1: Statement alsosubmitted as letter from Scenic Galveston,
Inc. See responses to SGI2-i to SGI2-7.

PH-EW-i

7 much.
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
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1 about our eminent purchase now funded of Virginia A
2 Point, to expand our preserve and buffer it from
3 ancillary port business.
4 At that time, we felt that most of
S our potential objections to the project would be
6 alleviated and we’ve been quiet to date.
7 In principal, we are not opposed to

8 a container terminal at Shoal Point, but it appears
9 that most of the wider environmental concerns we
10 have have not been investigated by this DEIS.
11 The terminal will result in
12 irreversible traffic problems with thousands of

13 18-wheel diesel trucks along and adjacent to the
14 Texas City interchange, Interstate 45 and Highway
iS 146 juncture at the northern flagshap end of our
16 habitat conservation preserve. The number of
17 diesel trucks, as already been discussed tonight,
18 by 2025 have been calculated to be more than 10,300
19 per day.
20 Now, Texas City -- excuse me —

21 TXDOT has promised to build a new Texas City
22 interchange by 2010. The northern end of Scenic
23 Galveston’s preserve lost many hundreds of feet
24 taken by eminent domain in recent work completed on

25 the interchange.
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1 Will the 2010 interchange create
2 flyovers and cloverleaf elevations above our scenic
3 wetlands corridor and over Bayou Vista and Omega

4 Bay residences.
5 While we recognize the economic

6 importance of the project to our neighbor Texas
7 City, at this time it appears that money—driven
8 projects usurping the Bay take precedence in
9 Texas.
10 Bayport and the recent HFA — excuse
11 me -- HPA attempted takeover of the Galveston
12 Wharves and Shoal Point seem favored over the
13 health and welfare of nearby residents, the coastal

14 marshes essential as nursery and habitat for marine
15 and avian species, the well—being of Galveston Bay,
16 air quality, recreational and commercial fisherman,
17 recreational boaters and other diverse users of the
18 Bay.
19 October 2000 at scoping hearings,

20 Scenic Galveston addressed concerns about truck
21 traffic, air pollution, wetlands impacts, water
22 salinity and dredge material plans.

23 After reviewing this DEIS, we join
24 other area conservation organizations and citizen
2S groups still having reservations.
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1 Scenic Galveston was to participate
2 in the comprehensive dredge management plan.
3 Scenic Galveston today has not been asked to
4 participate in any planning sessions. Where our
S concerns might have been allayed, they now have
6 been heightened.
7 COL. WATERWORTH:Ma’am, can you
8 finish up your --

9 MS. WHORTON:Yes, I will. Every
10 parcel in the marsh, between Bayou Vista and Santa
11 Fe Scenic that Galveston owns, carries a

12 conservation easement with the U.S. Fish and
13 Wildlife Service, restricting it for non-intrusive
14 public use and parkland for habitat conservation.
15 Our organization has worked
16 fervently for the good of citizens, marine, bird
17 and wildlife raising $4.6 million to acquire,
18 protect and restore the estuary.
19 COL. WATERWORTH:Ma’am, once
20 again, can you —-

21 MS. WHORTON:One last paragraph.
22 COL. WATERWORTH:Okay.
23 MS. WHORTON:One of our agency
24 oversight partners yesterday advised us that
25 facilities of such magnitude placed anywhere in the

Page 60
1 Bay should not be permitted until three-dimensional
2 hydrodynamic modeling studies of the whole

3 Galveston Bay are performed to evaluate impacts
4 such as salinity intrusion and dredge spoil
5 disposal waters to the Bay.
6 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very
7 much, ma’am.
8 MS. WHORTON: Such studies have
9 never been done. This DRIB, when presented,
10 perhaps in the future our questions won’t have to
11 be unanswered. Thank you.
12 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you, ma’am.
13 MR. LUMEN: Stephen Holmes.
14 MR. HOLMES: Thank you and good
15 evening, Colonel. I’m Galveston County

16 Commissioner of Precinct 3 and I just rise to say a
17 couple of things.
18 First of all, I’d like to commend

19 former Mayor Doyle as well as the current Mayor
20 Garza for their openness and the public meetings
21 and their workshops that have kept the public
22 informed about every step of the process in regards

23 to Shoal Point.
24 Secondly, I would offer my support
25 to them in regards to the fact that they have

440622/020135

PH-SH: Public Hearing-Stephen Holmes

PH-SH-I — 3: Comments noted.

PH-SH-i

J-209



Page 61
1 addressed many of the concerns of many of the
2 citizens here of which many I represent. They have
3 addressed issues in regards to local labor, the
4 different issues in regards to the municipalities, - -

5 the different issues in regards to the users and a
6 lot of the environmental issues.
7 And they are currently obviously
8 entertaining the issues in regards to -- as it
9 relates to the mobility of the truck traffic and
10 Mayor Garza has shown his openness to work with
11 that issue by meeting with our county judge.

12 The county judge had then set up a
13 meeting with the Commissioner’s court and the Texas
14 Department of Transportation to try and address
15 those issues.
16 And lastly, I would offer my support

17 once again to the City of Texas City for their PH-SH-3
18 permit request. Thank you, Colonel.
19 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very

20 much.
21 MR. DUNN: Carl Sullivan.
22 Mr. Sullivan?
23 MR. LUMEN: Watt Woodruff, Ellyn
24 Roof, Chuck Doyle, Laurence Tobin and Jimmy
25 Hayley. Okay, Matt.
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1 MR. WOODRUFF:Colonel, my name is
2 Watt Woodruff and I am the chairman of Board of
3 Trustees of the Galveston Bay Foundation. Our

4 executive director, Linda Sheef, who’s normally our
S spokesman is having a few days of well deserved
6 vacation so I’ll try stand in her place and tell

7 you a little bit about the position of the
8 Galveston Bay Foundation with respect to this
9 proposed facility.
10 First of all, for those in the
11 audience who may not be familiar with who the
12 Galveston Bay Foundation is, our mission is to
13 protect, preserve and enhance the Galveston Bay
14 system for its present users and for posterity, and
15 we seek to bring together all the different user
16 groups of the Bay, including recreational and
17 commercial fisherman, navigational users,
18 industrial users, people who just like to look at
19 it and the birds and the other things that the Bay
20 has to offer. And we strive to be inclusive in our
21 representation.
22 We have long been, and continue to
23 be, a supporter of sustainable development. But in
24 order to ensure that we have sustainable
25 development, we think that we need a balanced
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1 approach to the way that we look at the Bay and
2 projects affecting the Bay.
3 And one of the things that we think
4 is essential to that end is regional port
S planning. Now, I know that that’s an issue
6 probably more for Senator Jackson, who left a few
7 minutes ago, than for the Corps of Engineers but
8 that is one of our concerns is that there are more
9 than one proposal on the table affecting Galveston
10 Bay and that we should look at the entire Bay
11 ecosystem and what its needs are and balance the
12 container port needs against the system as a whole
13 rather than looking at two projects independently.

14 Others who have spoken to you this
15 evening have focused on certain landward impacts
16 and how this facility might affect them and their
17 families and the place where they live, and what we
18 would urge you to do is also consider the impacts

19 on the other side of the waterline and consider the
20 impacts on the inhabitants of the Bay who don’t
21 have a voice and can’t come here and speak for
22 themselves this evening.
23 Because in order for us to have the
24 economic development that we all want, we have to
2S have a good place to live; and in order for us to
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1 have a good place to live, we need a healthy
2 Galveston Bay and the different creatures that
3 inhabit that Bay each play a part towards producing
4 the kind of area where we want to live.
S I’m sure even Hardheads have a use
6 somewhere, I haven’t figured it Out yet, but we

7 want to ensure that this project does not have
8 adverse Bay impacts. And there are some things
9 that concern us with respect to it.
10 And as we continue to review the
11 environmental impact statement, there are some
12 things that we are focusing on, you’ve heard a
13 little bit about one of them already, that’s the
14 salinity impacts, what effects additional dredging
15 will have and widening and deepening of the Texas
16 City Channel on the salinity of the Galveston Bay
17 system.
18 We’re concerned about point source
19 and non-point source emissions. We’re concerned
20 also about wetlands impacts. We’re concerned about

21 the mitigation plan. And what we would ask that
22 you do as you approach your obligation and your
23 duty towards the preparation of this statement is
24 ensure that you look out for the interest of the

2S Bay and ensure that the health of the Bay is not

PH-MW: Public Hearing-Matt Woodruff

PH-MW-I: This NEPA process was triggered by a Section 10 and
404 permit application to the Corps. The Corps responds to these
permit applications as they are submitted and each is addressed
separately. At this time, there is no plan for a cumulative approach

PH-MW-i to these facilities. Cumulative impacts, including the proposed Port
of Houston Authority’s Bayport Container Terminal (an action
separate from the proposed Shoal Point facility), were evaluated in
Section 4.8 of the DEIS.

PH-MW-2: Comments noted. Potential impacts from the Shoal Point
alternative on wildlife are addressed in Section 4.2.12 (Vegetation),
Section 4.2.13 (Section 404/Section 10 Jurisdictional Areas), Section
4.2.14 (Terrestrial Wildlife), 4.2.15 (Aquatic Ecology), and 4.2.i6
(Endangered and Threatened Species).

PH-MW-3: In response to comments, Section 4.2.10.6 of the FEIS
has been added to address potential circulation and salinity effects.

PH-MW-4: See responses to SC-2, TNRCC1-6, EPA-72, and GBFi-
6. Potential impacts to wetland habitat were avoided and minimized
wherever possible. See responses to FWS1-i through FWS1-4 as
examples. State and federal agencies have been involved in the
preparation of wetland mitigation plans and plans for beneficial uses
of dredged material. See response to GBF1-2i.

PH-MW-5: Comment noted.

PH-MW-2

PH-MW-3

PH-MW-4

PH-MW-5
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1 adversely affected by this project. Thank you,
2 Colonel.
3 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very
4 much, Watt.
S MR. LUMEN: Okay, Ms. Roof, Ellyn.
6 MR. ROOF: In my next life I’m going
7 to be 62”. I just wanted to remind you again,
8 it’s going to be a broken record, not really a
9 single issue, but I am still hoping that we can
10 have the -- a study on the effects of the ship
11 wakes and what they do to the shoreline erosion and
12 to the safety of small craft in Galveston Bay,
13 still looking for it. And that’s a lot -- Watt had
14 a lot of what I was interested in, too.
15 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very

16 much.
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

MR. LUMEN: Chuck Doyle.
MR. DOYLE: I’m Chuck Doyle and I

join my successor Mayor Carlos Garza and welcome
you, Colonel Waterworth and all of the Bayou Vista
folks and people from surrounding areas to this all
American city and giving me the opportunity to
address the draft that you have before us here this
evening.

I was Mayor from 1990 to 2000 and
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1 this city grew over 20 percent, almost 21 percent
2 in its industrial area during that period of time
3 and we represent 97.8 percent of industrial area of
4 this county. We’re a working man’s dream. We

S provide jobs, which they need desperately here in
6 the city.
7 And one of the things that’s our

8 best kept secret is our port. It’s an excellent
9 run port by the Texas City Terminal Railway. It’s
10 number four in the state, number 8 in the nation
11 and we hope to make it even larger with this
12 project.
13 There are a lot of concerns
14 expressed here tonight and I have sympathy for all
15 of them. I am a member of the Sports
16 Conservationists of Texas, Ducks Unlimited, Sierra
17 Club, Audubon Society, Nature Conservancy and
18 Galveston Bay Foundation; also gave the first
19 property to the enhancement of the corridor to the
20 group Scenic Galveston that was here tonight.
21 Texas City has a heart for the
22 environment. Our vision 2000, the core of it, was
23 the environment. We cleaned up our sewage system
24 with a bond issue that the citizens endorsed. We
2S expanded our wildlife preserve with Texas Nature
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1 Conservancy over 2000 acres to protect Attwater
2 Prairie Chicken. We also have the Thomas S. Mackey
3 Nature Conservancy here in the city and we have a
4 lady who works very hard, Trudy Belz, making the
S finest butter fly garden as well as a hummingbird
6 garden.
7 We really have worked on superfund
8 sites and cleaned those up. TXDOT, TXDOT has
9 worked with us on enhancement of our gateways, nine
10 of them. And also we, Texas City, did the Texas
11 City Wye beautification for Bayou Vista and the
12 areas surrounding it.

13 We took the initiative on that, we
14 took the initiative, Texas City. I can assure you
15 this city and its citizens with the pride we have
16 will address, as Mark Twain said, Most of the
17 problems I had in this life I never really
18 experienced because they didn’t happen. Where
19 there’s a will, there’s a way.
20 Our mayor has met with the other
21 mayors, we’re going to address this traffic issue
22 that impacts the most important group and that’s
23 the citizens that live in Omega Bay and Bayou

24 Vista. They’re the closest to this problem that
2S will be created by the traffic.
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1 But I know that we have a good
2 operator, a good partner with SSA and also
3 Americana Ships and I endorse your approval final

4 draft as you have presented it here tonight. Thank
S you very much, Colonel.

6 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very
7 much.
8 MR. LUMEN: Laurence Tobin.
9 MR. TOBIN: It’s always hard to
10 follow Mayor Doyle, I think he said almost
11 everything I can say.
12 I’m Laurence W. Tobin, I’m a council
13 member from Taylor Lake Village. Our mayor is not

14 able to be here tonight, she’s got probably the
15 same croup that I’ve caught.
16 But Colonel Waterworth, Mayor Garza,
17 Judge Yarbrough, I guess you’re gone, I know that
18 you’ve been doing a wonderful job in pulling

19 together and solving the problems of the
20 transportations issues relating to this particular

21 project.
22 Because other than the

23 transportation, which I think you’re going to
24 solve, I believe that this particular facility has

2S optimum siting for Galveston Bay. It’s close to

PH-LT: Public Hearing-Laurence Tobin

PH-LT-I: Comments noted.
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1 the sea, you can move your cargos in and out very
2 quickly.
3 And what I like most, we’re really

4 talking about a region, not just Houston, Houston
5 tends to forget that there is another part of this
6 area, it’s a whole region and a region-wide
7 commerce.
8 And what I think is most remarkable,
9 it is being done with private capital, we’re not
10 using public funds and we’re solving problems in

11 the American way. This is what the American city
12 brings to us.
13 I also wish to compliment Alex
14 Partnum of SSA for bringing together a good team to
15 bring this project together. I feel that we have
16 the optimum site for a container facility at the
17 Shoal Point. I feel that we have a location that
18 provides adequate security. It’s a site that does
19 not put neighborhoods at risk.

20 It is an industrial location, not
21 like other locations. And this is a permit that
22 should be issued. Thank you.
23 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very
24 much.
25 MR. LUMEN: Jimmy Hayley.

MR. HAYLEY: Hello. I’m Jimmy
Hayley and I’m president of the Texas City and
La Warque Chamber of Commerce and not many Chamber
of Commerce presidents have the opportunity that we
face in our area today to say that we are working
diligently to help bring another industry to
Galveston County.

This will be a very favorable and
positive one. We already have, as Mayor Doyle had

mentioned, two companies together, we have a
private company in the port of Texas City, they do

pay their taxes just like SSA will pay taxes, too.
And this is again private money that

will be put into this. They will also pay taxes.
But the best of all, they will —

it’s a great opportunity for us to create some new

jobs, new opportunities for other people to locate
into our area.

And one of the things that the Texas
City Sun that was in Monday’s edition was talking

about the high unemployment rate in Texas City
which is higher than the state average.

Well, this again will help us
eliminate some of those and draw us closer and be
very competitive, I also support the collaboration
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PH-JH: Public Hearing-Jimmy Hayley

PH-JH-I: Comments noted.
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1 of the Omega Bay, City of La Marque and Bayou Vista
2 and the City of Texas City to make this a workable
3 deal.
4 We need to work together. And

S they’ve shown tonight and I think the citizens of
6 Bayou Vista and Omega have shown that they’re
7 interested in working and making this possible.

8 And this is a win/win situation for all of us and I
9 hope that you will approve and grant this permit.
10 Thank you.

11 COL. WATERWORTH:Thank you very
12 much.
13 MR. DUNN: The last card that I have

14 here indicating someone wanted to speak is Tony
15 Polumbo. If we happened to have missed someone who
16 registered to speak, please feel free to come
17 forward also.
18 MR. POLUMBO: Colonel, thank you for
19 the opportunity to be here tonight. Mayor Garza, I
20 think you’ve done an incredible job. All the
21 citizens have worked hard on this.

22 I have concern and the only concern
23 is again is to transportation. According to the
24 maps back there, 28 percent of the traffic will

25 come up 146. I don’t know how many of you travel

Page 72
1 up 146 now but that will be an awful thing. 42
2 percent will come down Interstate 45.
3 I’ve not heard anything from the
4 Highway Department. Where are they really on

5 this? And the project, you’ve worked so hard and
6 did such a thorough job on, my concern there is why
7 hasn’t this part of the project been completed so
8 that we that live in Omega Bay and Bayou Vista can
9 rest assured that we will have something specific
10 that we know that will happen as regard to
11 transportation.
12 If any of you have taken the Exit 7
13 on the freeway there and you wanted to make that
14 U-turn right there, I promise you, even in a car,
iS it is a dangerous operation to try and move it
16 there.
17 And they tell me, because I used to

18 be in the legislature, I spent 16 years in the
19 Texas House of Representatives, got a lot of

20 highway funds going, and they tell me that, at that
21 time, it was 9 to 1 and I was told back here it’s
22 2.51 ratio car/trucks, so if you have 2000 trucks
23 over there, that’s equivalent to 4,000, or
24 whatever, S,000 vehicles.

2S And please don’t let any comment

PH-TP: Public Hearing-Tony Polumbo

PH-TP-I: Comments noted. The realignment, improvement, and
maintenance of public highways are the responsibility of TxDOT. As
previously noted, TxDOT has future plans to widen the lH 45 main
lanes and redesign the lH 45, SH 6 and SH 3 interchange. These
improvements are the responsibility of TxDOT and are not
considered part of the proposed project.

PH-TP-2: Comment noted.

PH-TP-i

PH-TP-2
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1 that I make today trying to say anything negative
2 about the proposal. We need in these economic

3 times all the growth that these people have worked
4 on.
5 But when you, and I believe you will

6 approve this permit, when you do that, make sure
7 that we have a plan so that all the arteries going
8 to that are indeed covered so that the rest of
9 people won’t be adversely affected by that.
10 And I recommend that you do approve

11 the permit if we get a plan specific that we can
12 work on. We’ve got Judge Yarbrough that’s doing a
13 wonderful job, he’s an excellent person and I trust
14 him very much. But at this time, I would like
15 to -- I notice the absence of the Highway
16 Department. Our Governor of the State of Texas

17 tells us now that his plan is for toil roads and
18 all those kind of things around Texas because,
19 quite frankly, we’re running out of money.
20 I want to make sure that we do have
21 that money once this project gets there, so again
22 we said, well, we’re going to get to you in a few
23 years, in the meantime we that live over there have
24 a thousand or so trucks pass by us and that’s all
25 our concern is.

Page 74
1 And we don’t, quite frankly, need to
2 be brought into -- our dog into that hunt, that’s

3 not where we want to be at all. We want to be over
4 in Omega Bay having a good time with our neighbors
S and all that. And we just -- please let our people
6 go, as they say. Thank you very much.

7 COL. WATERWORTH: Thank you very
8 much. That was our last registered speaker. Is
9 there anyone Out there that we’ve missed or would
10 like to make comments?
11 In closing, I would like to
12 reiterate that you can deposit written comments in
13 the comment box located in the back of the room and
14 you may submit comments to our office through
iS February 18, 2002.
16 I’d like to thank everyone for
17 attending this hearing this evening and I’d also
18 like to thank all of the people that offered their
19 comments.
20 Let the record show that the hearing
21 adjourned at 8:3S, 29th of January 2002. Thank you

22 very much for attending.
23 (Hearing adjourned.)
24

25
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1 STATE OF TEXAS
2 ) as
3 COUNTY OF HARRIS
4 I, R. PATRICK TATE, Certified Shorthand Rep
5 duly qualified in and for the State of Texas
6 hereby certify there came before me the

7 above--described hearing on the Shoal Point
8 Container Terminal;
9 I further certify that the foregoing
10 transcript is a true and correct transcript
11 original stenographic notes.
12 I further certify that I am neither at

13 or counsel for, nor related to or employed
14 of the parties to the action in which this

15 deposition is taken; and furthermore, that
16 a relative or employee of any attorney or c

17 employed by the parties hereto or financial
18 interested in the action.
19 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my

20 hand and affixed my hand this 6th day of February
21 2002.
22
23
24 R.PATRICK TATE
2S CSR NO. 1730

440622/020135 J-2i7


	Cover - Volume II
	Appendix A - Clean Water Act Section 404
	Application for Dept of the Army Permit
	Location Map
	Project Features
	Terminal Features
	Terminal, Berth & Wharf Typical Sections
	Access Corridor Typical Sections
	Channel Deepening
	Mitigation Site:  Conceptual Design
	Wetlands Impact Summary
	Wetland Impact Key Plan
	Project Footprint and Jurisdictional Wetlands
	138kV Overhead Transmission Line Location Plan
	138kV Transmission Line Crossing Discharge Canal

	Appendix B - Dredged Material Management Plan
	Table of Contents
	List of Figures / List of Tables / Appendixes
	Part A - General Information
	Table 1 - DMMP Dredge Elements
	Figure 1 - Vicinity Map
	Figure 2 - Dredged Material Placement Plan
	Figure 3 - Dredged Material Schematic
	Table 2 - Historical Texas City Channel Authorization
	Table 3 - Dredge Quantity History
	Table 4 - Volumetric Factors for Interior Placement Areas
	Table 5 - Volumetric Factors for Levees
	Table 6 - Estimated New Work Dredge Volumes
	Table 7 - Estimated Annual Maintenance Volumes
	Table 8 - Remote-Sensing Study Areas
	Table 9 - Magnetic Anomalies Found within the Study Area
	Table 10 - Preliminary Development Area Schedule
	Table 11 - BUS Summary
	Table 12 - 50-Year DMMP Quantities
	Table 13 - Preliminary Swan Lake BUS Schedule
	Table 14 - Preliminary Pelican Island BUS Schedule
	Table 15 - Preliminary SPBUS1 Schedule
	Table 16 - Preliminary SPBSU2 Schedule
	Table 17 - Preliminary SPBUS3 Schedule
	Table 18 - Preliminary SPBUS4 Schedule
	Table 19 - Preliminary SPBUS5 Schedule
	Figure 4 - Estimated DMMP Schedule

	Part B - Beach Nourishment
	Part C - Placement Areas
	Part D - Beneficial Use Sites
	Table 20 - Self-Organization Theory
	Figure 5 - Stabilization of Dredged Volume
	Figure 6 - Dredged Material Volume
	Figure 7 - Vegetation
	Figure 8 - Fish and Wildlife
	Figure 9 - Hydrology
	Figure 10 - Swan Lake Restoration
	Table 21 - Monitoring Schedule

	Appendix A - USACE Historical Dredging Volumes
	Appendix B - Geotechnical Information
	Appendix C - Side-Scan Sonar Oyster Habit Location Map
	Appendix D - Oyster Ground-Truthing Results
	Appendix E - Magnetic Anomalies Location Map
	Appendix F - Dredged Material Placement Schedule
	Appendix G - Phased Element Drawings

	Appendix C - Supporting Information for Traffic Analysis
	Appendix C-1 - 24-Hour Traffic Count Data
	Appendix C-2 - Turning Movement Counts
	Appendix C-3 - Proposed Container Terminal Truck/Rail Traffic Movements
	Appendix C-4 - Intersection Schematics - Shoal Point
	Appendix C-5 - Intersection Schematics - Alternative Sites
	Appendix C-6 - IH 45/SH 6 Interchange Overview
	Appendix C-7 - 2022 MTP - Transportation Improvements, Texas City Area
	Appendix C-8 - NTSB Truck and Bus Safety Information

	Appendix D - Water and Elutriate Concentrations Data
	Table D-1
	Table D-2
	Table D-3a
	Table D-3b
	Table D-4

	Appendix E - Land Use/Socioeconomic Support Data
	Table E-1 Inventory of Parks and Recreational Facilities
	Texas City Vision 2020
	Resolution No. 2001-17 Seabrook
	Community Vision - La Porte
	Resolution No. 2001-01
	Resolution No. 2000-07
	Resolution No. 99-07
	Resolution No. 98-09
	Pasadena
	Morgan's Point
	Baytown 2020
	City of Galveston

	Appendix F - Ports and Waterways Safety Assessment Information
	Ports and Waterways Safety Assessment Workshop
	Texas City Ports and Waterway Safety Assessment First Annual Review
	PAWSA Workshop Review Attendee List
	Risk Mitigation Strategy
	Port of Texas City Port Profile
	Port Risk Model

	Appendix G - EPA Environmental Justice Maps
	Appendix G-1 Shoal Point Alternative
	Appendix G-2 Pelican Island Alternative
	Appendix G-3 Bayport Alternative
	Appendix G-4 Spillman's Island Alternative
	Appendix G-5 Alexander Island Alternative
	Appendix G-6 Cedar Point Alternative

	Appendix H - Agency Coordination
	Appendix H-1 - Notice of Intent
	Appendix H-2 - USACE Letter Invitation for October 3, 2000
	Appendix H-3 - USACE Public Announcement for October 3, 2000
	Appendix H-4 - Letter Invitation for February 27, 2001
	Appendix H-5 - USACE Public Announcement for April 24, 2001
	Appendix H-6 - USACE Correspondence with Resource Agencies
	Appendix H-7 - Texas Coastal Management Plan Consistency Statement
	Appendix H-8 - Correspondence with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
	Appendix H-9 - Correspondence Rgarding Air Quality and General Conformity
	Appendix H-10 - Interim Report of Results of Cultural Resources
	Appendix H-11 - Example Letter Concerning Cumulative Effects Projects
	Appendix H-12 - Letter from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
	Appendix H-13 - Notice of Availability of Draft EIS
	Appendix H-14 - USACE Public Notice for 1/29/02
	Appendix H-15 - Correspondence and Meeting Minutes

	Appendix I - English-Metric Conversion Table
	Appendix J - Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments and Responses
	Contents
	Appendix J-1 - Agency Comments and Responses
	Appendix J-2 - Interest Group Comments and Responses
	Appendix J-3 - Private Citizen Comments and Responses
	Appendix J-4 - Public Hearing Comments and Responses


